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Preface to the Second Edition 


When ihc first edition of this volume appeared in the spring of 195K, \vc had 
no way of knowing that it would be received as well as it was. We knew that we 
were invoked in subject matter that was new, and all that we could hope for was 
to give to the student and the teacher supplementary material for courses in 
comparative government and international relations. 

1 his second, revised, edition is now being presented with the assurance that 
at the level of research and at the level of college instruction there is a deep 
concern with the comparative study of foreign pcdicy. We feel more than grati- 
(ied, and we hope that oilier volumes will appear to supplement and improve 
oiir elTorls. 

I his second edition is richer than the first in coverage and more .\vslematic in 
its approach. I he student will liiui a comprchcnsi\c introductory chapter, new 
chapters on India and tigypl, and a drastically overhauled and updated chapter 
on i’lvnch fore’gn policy, f^e will also find a new chapter on the processes and 
objectives of American foreign policy. 

Again, as with our first edition, it is our hope that the volume will serv'c as an 
iniroducticm to the recently dcvcloiicd courses in comparative foreign policy 
and that it will continue to he a useful supplement to the study of comparative 
goNcrnmcnt and international relations. .My deepest thanks for help and coopera¬ 
tion again go to aU the eontributors and to A\ Goodyear and his slaU’ at Prentice- 
Hail. 


St. Louis 


R. C. M. 



Preface to the First Edition 


The study of comparative goveinment has dealt traditionalU with the parallel 
descriptive analysis of the political institutions and processes of individual coun¬ 
tries, with particular reference to domestic politics. At the same time, the stud> 
of international relations has been primarily concerned with iclatic>ns lictwccn 
states—power relations, ideological conflicts, and the resolution contlicts 
through treaties, various international organizations, and. ultimately, war. 1 hus 
the study of one of ihe most significant aspects of policy— foreign polic\ ' has 
remained in something like a no man's land. Comparati\c ginernment texts 
usually ignore it and international relaticms texts as.sumc a kiu>wlcdgc hi^th (»r 
the processes through which foreign peWicy is made in various countries and of 
its substance, that the student rarely possesses. It is the puiposc of this \olumc. 
at a somewhat modest level, to attempt to fill this gap in our approach {o both 
comparative government and international relations and to provide the missing 
link that should logically connect the two fields of our discipline. 7'his link is tlie 
comparative study of foreign policy-making and of the foreign policies of various 
countries. 

It was not our purpose to develop a general theory in which the complexity 
of our material could be conveniently “fitted in.'' Given the stale of political 
science today many of the recent efforts made to develop comprehensive theories 
and conceptual schemes have become Procrustean beds, and the subject treated 
emerges sometimes without any feet to stand on and more often without a head 
and sense. Our purpose is simply to study the foreign policy of a number of polit¬ 
ical systems and thus to supplement our existing knowledge, and tt) show the 
characteristics of foreign policy both in terms of the contextual elements of a 
given political system and in terms of the existing balance of international rela¬ 
tions. The one naturally atfccls the other. 

It is regretted that a projected section on the foreign policy of India by 
Professor Richard L. Park of the University of C'alifornia could not be included 
in this edition because of its author's illness. 1 he omission will be rectified in a 
future edition. 

Much of the credit for this publication goes to Mr. Donald Hammonds of 
Prentice-Hall. It was in part his idea and he followed the project with interest 
and patience and gave to it his full support whenever any dilliculties emerged. 
Professor Almond provided the outline that suggested a common approach and 
he and Dr. Kenneth Ihompson of the Rockefeller Foundation read most of the 
chapters and made many helpful suggestions. I wish to thank both of them. But 
above all J w'ish to thank all the contributors for the good will and cooperation 
they showed every time I called upon them for modifications, reductions, addi¬ 
tions, bibliographical references, and the like. 1 he very fact that a symposium 
of this kind reached the stage of publication within a relatively short lime is a 
tribute to their kindness and understanding. 


VI 


Roy C. Macridis 



Contents 


1 • THE CCMPARA'i VE STUDY OF FOREIGN POLICY, 
Kennet. ' V. Thompson and Roy C. Macridis 

TVvM-j t'.-ioi ' APPROACHES TO FOREIGN POLICY 

The Ideological approach • The analytical approach 

THL FLEI/L’NTS OF FOREIGN POLICY 

The relatively permanent material elements • Less permanent material elements * 
The human elements: quoni/tative and qualitative • Diplomacy: national purposes 

• Diplomacy and democracy 


REFLECTIONS ON THE STUDY OF FOREIGN POLICY IN THE 

CONTEXT OF THE COLD WAR 

coNa.us;oN 


1 

1 

4 


21 

26 


2 • BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY, Leon D. Epstein 

THE NATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Economic geography • Social structure • Political experience • Persistent external 

concerns 


29 

29 


THE POLICY-MAKING PROCESS 33 

Governmental agencies • Nongovernmental agencies • General role of public 

opinion 

THE SUBSTANCE OF FOREIGN POLICY 45 

Commonwealth relations • Cultural and ideological tics • Foreign economic policy 

• Security policy 

SUMMARY 56 


3 • FRENCH FOREIGN POLICY, Roy C. Macridis 59 

INTRODUCTION 59 
BACKGROUND FACTORS 59 

The economic foundations • Geographic position • Cultural diffusion • Persistent 

patterns 

THE SUBSTANCE OF FOREIGN POLKRY; TRENDS AND 

PROBLEMS 64 

France and Europe: the insoluble dilemma • France and the empire • France and 

the world: the vocation of greatness 

vii 



Mil 


C O N T r M T S 


THE LEGACY OF THE FOURTH -.ErUEILC ! TS0) 

Elements of stabif y • of insfahilify 

THE FIFTH REPUBLIC AND 01 NERAL DF GA:';.ID 

The basic assumptions * A new style • Realism ord the »iyfh of grealtu'ss 


4 • FOREIGN POLICY OF THE GERMAN FEDERAL 

REPUBLIC, Karl W. Deutsch and Lewis J. Edinger 


THE iilSTORlCAI. EETTIIJG AND I<AS!C ATTITUDi::.'. 

The heritage of memories • Images of foreign policy objectives • Ideologies and 

classes • Wanted: a foreign policy of caution 


THE ROLE or GOVERNMENTAL AND L 
iNSTiT jTIONS in THE MAKING 


OF 


MGN POLICY 


A key role of the chancellor • Other offices and ofTicials • Ihe powers of the 
president • The powers of parliament: the Bundestag • The role of the political 

parties • The role of the Interest groups 


THE 


:GTEM IN OPERATION: THE 


OF FOREiC 
POLK 


NT 


The economic influence of ihe United States * Toward the recovery of German 
influence • An unresolved foreign policy issue: German reunification and relations 

with the Soviet Union 


PROSPECTS FOR GERITAN rORi;[GN POLLFY 

"The first servant of Europe • How much stress on military power? • The game with 

two balls—and its limits • What kind of Gormony? 


5 • SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY. Vernon V. Aspaturian 

CONTINUITY AND CHANGE IN RUSSIAN lOREIGN POLICY 

The geographic and historical inheritance • World revolulion and national interest 

in Soviet diplomacy 

SOVIET IDEOLOGY AND FOHLIGN POLICY 

The Soviet imago of the world 

THE FORMULATION OF SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY 

Introduction • The Party Congress • The Central Committee • The Party Presidium 
(formerly the Politburo) • Decision-making in the post-Stalin period: the agonies 

of collective leadership 

THE ADMINISTRATION AND EXECUTION OF SOVIET FOREIGN 

POLICY 

Party policy and state administration: conflict and harmony •The constitutional 
basis of Soviet foreign relations •The Ministry of Foreign Affairs (formerly the 
People's Commissariat for Foreign Affairs or Narkomindel) 

THE PARTICIPATION OF FOREIGN COMMUNIST PARTIES IN 

SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY DECISIONS 

The Leninist period: partners in world revolution • The Stalinist period: instruments 
of Soviet diplomacy • The post-Stalinist period: developing polycentrism 


91 


lu-i 


1 ! 


127 


133 

1 00 

141 

152 


158 


180 


CONCLUSION 


197 




(• O N V I. N T S 


IX 


6 • THE AMERICAN TRADITION IN FOREIGN POLICY. 

Hans J. Morgenthau 201 

thl; revolution in American foei ::y 203 

The policy of alliarc j', ’ The policy of foreign aid ' Tfie policy of hbemfion 


TflE IJC, 


,s ;TIG;] IN THE INTER.NATI'L. :AL ENViRONI.4ENT 212 


T;iE '..0I1DIJ-:T and EORMATION OF AMERICAN FOREIGN 

POLICY 2U) 

7 • THE FOREIGN ^ OLICY OF MODERN JAPAN. 

Robert A. Scalapino 225 

TILE EA'.'E'LR N’MD OF JAPANESE FCHFIGN POLK’Y 210 

The Tokijydwu tuu • Moijt fouNgu. polity ♦ Tht? rise* cf Japon 05 a world power • 

MilitariF.rTT c.rid defear 

THE i'OiHETl.ATi'..:; Ol' EOREIGH FE'LITT iN FEFV/A^ iATAH 2o7 
lAEAU EIH T r-4A OOJHPATIOH Ai:iD ITE AI11T:MATH 24::; 

The revciluhofiary oro • The sfahilizarion era * The era of alliance 

Tin; rTAA^ULATjETJ AT rOiPAGH POLITY IH POETV.VlR ]A:'AN 243 
' X3HTi:Mi-A)RAEY ISSUES IN JAPANESE yA_’EElGN PC-LITY 2:h 

Nationalism, security, and foreign policy • The economic basis of Japanese foreign 

policy • Basic Japoru'se goals 

8 • FOREIGN POLICY OF COMMUNIST CHINA. 

Allen S. Whiting 267 

SCOPE OF STUDY: 1 r'4',} TO PRESENT 2‘ 
PRCTil.EMS OF ANALYSIS FFS 
EXTERNAI. EMViHONMENT; THE CHINESE COMPONENT 2-C 

Physical factors • Historical factors 

TI IE P'ROCESG CT' POLICY; TI IE COMMUNIST COMPONENT 27b 

Ideological content: Marxism-Leninism • Ideology: Maoism • Institutional structure 

THE SUBSTANCE OF POI 1ST 2-0 

Ends • Means 


9' INDIA'S FOREIGN POLICY. Richard L. Park 291 

THE NATIONAL BACKGROUND 2'C 

Political hisfoiy • Nationalism • Indian Notional Congress • Economic geogi aphy • 

CcTrnpeting ideologies • Foieign policy in the making 

THE POLI‘SY-MAKING FRO^TSS 23d 

Governmental agencies • Nongovernmental agencies 




X r o N r Y. N \ s 

THE SUBSTANCl OF FOREIGN FOLICT 

Theory in practice • Circles of interest • Panch Shila * Iniernaiional trade and 

economic aid 


10 • FOREIGN POLICY OF MEXICO, George I. Blanksten 

THE IxEYOI.uTIC:^ 

y- '• ' 

ORGANIZATION FOR THE CONDUCT OF F0I-;E1GN AFi'AIKS 

MEXi:;0 AND LATIN AMERI LA 
ML’XIOO AND LULOIO: 

Mexico and France * Mexico and Spam • Mexico and the Soviet Union 

MEXIOO AND THE UNITED FT AGEE 
MEXICO AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION 

i N O i_,OI '-/'I 


11 • FOREIGN POLICY OF EGYPT, P. J. Vatikiolis 

THE ELLERGENCE CG NA3SERISM 
ORGANIZATION FOR POLICY MAKING 
EGYPT AND THE AUIAB V/ORLD 
EGYPT, THE SUDAN, AND AFRICA 
EGYPT BETV/EEN EAST AND WEST 
CONCLUSION 




311 


N'OO 


335 

oLij 

338 

341 

347 

333 

338 


INDEX 


361 




1 


THE COMPARATIVE 

STUDY 

OF 

FOREIGN 

POLICY 


TWO BASIC APPROACHES TO 
FOREIGN POLICY 

Two approaches to foreign policy have 
vied with one another in Western 
thought at least since the days of the 
French Revolution. One is tlie ideo¬ 
logical approach, according to which 
the policies of states vis-a-vis the rest 
of the world arc merely 
expressions of prevailing 
political, social, and reli¬ 
gious beliefs. In this ap¬ 
proach, foreign policies 
are classified as demo¬ 
cratic or totalitarian, 
libertarian or socialist, 
and peace-loving or ag¬ 
gressive. The second ap¬ 
proach to foreign policy is analytical. 
At the heart of this viewpoint is the 
proposition that policy rests on multiple 


determinants, including the state's 
historic tradition, geographical location, 
national interest, and purposes and 
security needs. To understand foreign 
policy, the observer must take into ac¬ 
count and analyze a host of factors. 

The ideological approach 


KENNETH W. 
THOMPSON 

and 

ROY C. MACRIDIS 


In the twentieth century 
it has been commonplace 
for critics to proclaim 
that the United States or 
Britain or France has no 
foreign policy or has been 
unfaithful to liberal or 
socialist or conservative 
principles, as the case 
may be. This is one way 
to think about foreign policy; to the 
present day it is perhaps the prevailing 
approach. Periodically the domestic 
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political arena rings with angry charges 
that a set of political leaders, a politi¬ 
cal party, or an administration is op¬ 
portunistic and morally derelict to its 
political creed or ideology in foreign 
affairs. Governments are condemned 
for not supporting democracy or free 
enterprise or a particular social class 
everywhere around the world. This 
dominant approach views the conduct 
of foreign relations primarily in psy¬ 
chological terms; it looks to the mo¬ 
tives or ideologies of leaders or gov¬ 
ernments as the essential if noi the 
sole determinant of policy. It main¬ 
tains that a democratic regime pursues 
one type of foreign policy, an auto¬ 
cratic government another, a cotn- 
munist government a third, and a 
democratic-socialist administration still 
another, /There is a fairyland-like 
simplicity about this that makes it 
widely acceptable and easily under¬ 
stood. Foreign policy is considered a 
1 unction of a political system in action 
or of the preferences or convictions of 
political leaders who carry out its pro¬ 
grams/' 

The analytical approach 

There is a second approach to foreign 
policy, however, which has at least 
as respectable a heritage. It was a^rul- 
ing point of view' throughout much of 
the eighteenth and nineleenih centuries, 
whether in doctrines of raison cVeiat or 
in broader historical interpretations, 
and it is being revived in our day by a 
handful of analysts and scholars^' 

Its renaissance is partly an outcome 
of the apparent shortcomings of the 
psychological or ideological approach, 
especially in accounting for present-day 
international developments. 1'his ap¬ 
proach has been shaken and discredited 
by inner contradictions and has faltered 
and failed in describing the continuities 
of objective and purpose in the policies 


of slates.! RciiarJk'ss of tlie parly in 
pt)\\er i>r Vne leaders aiu! tlieir piivaii 
c)r I'ubhc philosi'pliics, British and 
.American anvi Trench and Ru^s^a.n 
foreign policies display unities tha.i 
transcend individuLil beliefs or ideol¬ 
ogies. In the early postwar period tlic 
Tabor government in I jigland, dc'-pite 
long-standing protests against lory im¬ 
perialism and power politics, turned 
inevitably to the protection -in West 
ern F.uropc. in the civanliics of the 
British (_\'niinonwc:ilth. m the Iberian 
Peninsula, and in the Near and Middle 
/•asf- iff substantially the selfsame in¬ 
terests that Tories and Whigs had con¬ 
sidered vital for several centuries. In 
titc L’nited States, the nullcs-Fiscn- 
liowcr and the Kcnnedy-Riisk foreign 
policies have looked to the central 
goals with which the administrations 
of Roosevelt and Truman were con¬ 
cerned. I’he means or methods or 
techniques may have changed, but lire 
interests and objectives have been rela- 
livelv constant. 

fhcrelore in a period of a little more 
than a decade tlie study of international 
relations has witnessed a reaction 
against the ideological approach. It 
should perhaps have been obvious that 
a conception in which foreign policy 
is nothing more than a by-producl of 
domestic politics could hardly do justice 
to the elements of continuity in na¬ 
tional policy. At some point recognition 
w'as needed that objective requirements 
of the national interest place certain 
irremovable limits upon any statesman 
seeking to formulate foreign policy. 
Regardless of the intentions, social 
philosophy, or religious outlook of in¬ 
dividuals, there are broad strategic in¬ 
terests intimately bound up with a 
nation’s geographic position and inter¬ 
national role that must be safeguarded 
if its independence is to be preserved. 
Not only are these interests permanent 
for Bolsheviks as well as Tsars, but 
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conliiuiiry als(' rippcars in the approach 
of a nation' statesmen, who stand 
guard over ineir ei)iiiitry's security and 
whose concvolion of tiiat security luis 
been formed ind molded by the same 
institutions and traditions. IKneever in¬ 
tangible, the “national mind," which 
interprets the national interest, is itself 
a factor in tl)e permanence of foreign 
policy. (>iP of the inierpk. ''d a durable 
internabonai peoiiKU'i \\i . peimanem 
tradition'^ and instiludoj . le larger 
nation-slates l'.a\e faelv.oa' d foreign 
policies which, ivi broadest (.nil'nnc. have 
been coiisisleniU mainlainei! o\er long 
periods, even in the face of drastic 
changes on the domestic political scene. 

' According to this second approach, 
foreign policy demand-, of poliey-ntak- 
ers choices and disenminalions of a 
basic order. N\)t oniv are ilte interests 
of a natiim permanent in character, 
but they range thenisehes in a liierareiiy 
t)f greater and lessor interests., In a 
classic statement intended as guide 
in tite formuialiim of Belgiimrs foreign 
policy but with rcle\ ance hn all foreign 
policy, Monsieur Paijl-Hcnri Spaak ob¬ 
served: 

'Lhcrc must be a hierarchy in interna¬ 
tional ohiigations. The nations n\' a con¬ 
tinent cannot reasonablv be asked to con¬ 
sider willi tfje same realism and sincerity 
of judgment allairs which directly ctm- 
cern them and events which are taking 
place thousands of kilometres away in 
regions where they have neither interests 
nor influence. 

jCArtain interests must be defended at 
all costs; others should be safeguarded 
under particular circumstances; and 
certain others, although desirable, can 
almost never be defended. It is the 
task of foreign policy, in the first in¬ 
stance, to determine its own hierarchy 
of interests and, next, to examine the 
scale of interests revealed in the prin¬ 


ciples or practice of other nations' 
foreigti policies.^ h\ cn when national 
leaders torswe;a' tlte formulation of 
hieraiehies of .nteiTSts, the liard tests 
of practice often evoke underlying con¬ 
ceptions of vital inieresls. The United 
States’ decision in World War 11 to 
bring the fighting to a successful con¬ 
clusion in Eurc^pe and the North 
.Atlantic before turning to destroy the 
enemy in tlie Piicihe, or PrltainN wail¬ 
ing, at the turn c^f the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, until PcTand wa.> attacked and 
other naflons were invaded before 
forming coalitions against Napoleon -- 
these arc examples n\ action in terms 
of a basic perception of interests. 

T’hc interests of simes and their 
pi AVer to pursue their claims are of 
course immutable for any given histori¬ 
cal periovi only in tlie sense that they 
set broad limits within which choices in 
foreign po!ic\ are made, They set the 
framework within which the dcmicstic 
politic.d contest over external policies 
must be waged. In tlic same way that 
no German political party today can 
atlord to ignore the sometimes latent 
but ever-present demands for German 
reunification, no American go\ernment 
can lake steps lira! would compromise 
the security of the Western Hemisphere. 
It is olw ions that both ptw\er and in¬ 
terests ea.n be made responsi\’: to the 
foiees of change. For example, a sc>- 
called “peaee-kning" nation faced by 
emergent threats to its security can 
translate its resources into military 
power, its influence into foreign bases 
and real estate, and its industrial and 
militaix' potential into forces in being. 
This has in effect been the trend of 
postwar American foreign policy. Or 
a stale may sulTer a loss in power as 
Britain did in World War II vviili the 
consequent need for revising its esti¬ 
mates of national interest. Technology 
can demand continuing reappraisals of 
national security and of the means of 
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preserving it and may lead to changes 
in the ranking of the great powers. 
Britain may fall in the hierarchy of 
powers as other nations belatedly ex¬ 
perience the industrial revolution, but 
it may recapture at least some of its 
vaunted supremacy in an era of atomic 
energy and hydrogen bombs. The ex¬ 
istence of continuities in the foreign 
policies of states is admittedly mo^e 
subject to debate in an era when one 
of the few certainties is the con¬ 
tinual unrelenting pace of technological 
change. 

Yet most students of international 
politics are persuaded that those re¬ 
current patterns of the foreign policies 
of nations which most diplomatists 
appear to take for granted are amena¬ 
ble to study and analysis by the modern 
scholar. These patterns have been ap¬ 
proached along several distinct if 
parallel lines. Scholars have engaged in 
more general studies of the geographi¬ 
cal, industrial, and physical position of 
nations; the peculiar historical cir¬ 
cumstances in which these conditions 
have operated; the actual adjustment 
of nations on the basis of their objective 
position to successive historical cir¬ 
cumstances; and the claims and declara¬ 
tions made by statesmen engaged in 
pursuing a certain historic foreign 
policy. Obviously the intent of the 
studies in this volume is not to do basic 
research in any or all of these areas, 
but significantly and almost without 
exception each separate inquiry starts 
with an examination of some aspect 
of the objective patterns and conditions 
of foreign policy in the respective coun¬ 
tries. At the same time, successive 
chapters go on to consider the role of 
ideology, of those changing institutions 
and domestic political factors which 
give to the policies of states that endless 
subtlety and richness that throw's in 
question every simple generalization 
about the conduct of stales. In cfTect, 
the theme of the book is one of con¬ 


tinuity and change, of unities and 
coherences alongsiile the uniejue and 
particular hi foreign relations. 1 he an 
thors, although wary of wlial Biirek 
hardt described as “grand simplitiea 
tions," are nevertheless compelled h\ 
their interests as |'»olitical scientists lO 
examine what can be said in general 
about foreign policy. This proxides a 
unifying thenu' i>r central core ol in 
teliectual interests not ex crvwliere made 
explicit but unquestionably at hand for 
those who seek untlersianding in this 
complex and fascinating realm. 

THE ELEMENTS OF FOREIGN POLICY 

‘Jlhe study of foreign policy, despite 
the two major approaches described 
above, provides no ready-made tax¬ 
onomy or set of categories that can be 
applied to every nationJ Perhaps even 
in the physical sciences the elTorl to 
uncover total systems, at least in these 
terms, is less fruitful than is sometimes 
imagined. In any event, there is marked 
diversity in the categories of analysis 
by which foreign policy has been 
studied in the present volume. To a 
considerable extent this results from 
differences in national context. For ex¬ 
ample, social stratification has impli¬ 
cations for the making of foreign policy 
in Britain that it seems not to have in 
the Soviet Union, and the policy-mak¬ 
ing process in Britain has greater con¬ 
tinuity and tradition even than the 
American .system. A jortiori the newer 
states cannot point to the same politi¬ 
cal experience and diplomatic tradition 
in which the older nations can take 
pardonable pride. Despite these in¬ 
dividual variations in the species, the 
nation-slates whose policies arc de¬ 
scribed have much in common. Their 
foreign policies are susceptible of 
analysis in terms of a check list of ele¬ 
ments that exist and can be identified 
and that merge and comprise the bases 
of foreign policy. 
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5 The elements of foreign policy mav 
b!r ihoLiglU of in terms of concentric 
circles. At the center are certain ele¬ 
ments that are more or less material in 
character. Some of these are relatively 
permanent, such as gcoe-aphy and 
natural resianees. Others, like the eeo- 
n(Mnic, industrial, and military estab¬ 
lishments. are more responsixe to 
change and human manifKilation. Tlien 
there are luiman factors. ’ ogely quan¬ 
titative in the «.ase of po! ulation. and 
qualitative as regards nalio. il charac¬ 
ter, social structure, national morale, 
political institutions and experience, 
and an elTective tradiri(m of diplomacy. 
lYtun these elements and the instru¬ 
mentalities of tile poliex-making proc¬ 
ess, the substance of foreign policy 
derives and major historic policies and 
tile vital intertsts of countries emerge^j 
11 may be worth at least passing 
mention that students of international 
politics have for the most part con¬ 
centrated their attention on the ele¬ 
ments of foreign policy. By contrast, 
writers on comparative politics have 
dealt more particularly w ith the policy¬ 
making process, including the inilu- 
cnce of political parties, interest groups, 
cfTective political ideologies, and the 
peculiar executive-legislative relations 
in a country. The attempt has been 
made in the present volume to marry 
these two approaches and to combine 
the study of objective factors in for¬ 
eign policy and the study of processes 
by which decisions arc reached and 
policies implemented. 

SiGNii K ANT Factors in the Study 
OF Forfign Polk y 

THE ELEMENTS OF FOREIGN 
POLICY 

A. The relatively permanent material 

elements 

1. Cieography 

2. Natural resources 
r/) Minerals 


h « Food production 
( ) Fncrgy and power 

B. Le^.s permanent material elements 

1. Industrial establishment 

2. Military establishment 

3. Changes in industrial and mili¬ 
tary capacity 

r. The human elements: quantitative 
and (jualitativc 

I. Ouantitative: population 
2 Qualitative 

a) Policy-niakeiand leaders 
h ) The role of ideology 
) The role of information 

THE FOREIGN POLICY-MAKING 

PROC ESS 

A. The governmental agencies 

1. Fxeeutixe (e.g., prime minister, 
relexant ministrie«^, and inter- 
ministerial or inteTdeparlmenlal 
organizations) 

2. l-egislature (including relevant 
committees) 

B. I’he nongovernmental agencies 

1. Political parties 

2. Interest groups 

3. Media of communication 

4. Characteristics of public opinion 

TRENDS AND ISSl^ES 

A. National purposes 

1. Peace as national purpose 

2. Security as national purpose 

3. Povxer as national purpose 

4. Prosperity and economic de¬ 
velopment as national purpose 

B. Diplomacy 

1. Diplomatic practices 

2. The transformation of diplo¬ 
matic practices 

3. rhe rediscovery of diplomacy 

C. Democratic and totalitarian systems 

D. The impact of the Cold War 

The relofively permanent 

material elements 

Getfi^raphy. The more or less per¬ 
manent elements of foreign policy oh- 
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vioLisly include geography, perhaps the 
most stable factor undergirding a na¬ 
tion’s policies. It is not wiihoul signi- 
ficiincc that “except for Japan , . . 
Britain is the only major power of 
modern times to be based on an island 
rather than a sizeable c\>ntinental 
area/' ’ Its separation frc>m the Euro¬ 
pean continent by a narrow but 
strategic body (^f water, the I figlish 
Channel, proved as decisi\c in frustrat¬ 
ing the designs of Hitler and Napoleon 
as it had those of Juiiin Caesar or 
Philip II. No less an authority llian St 
E yre Crowe observed: “The general 
character of England's foreign policy 
is determined by the immutable c(mdi- 
tions of her get^graphical situation on 
tile ocean Hank of Euirope as an island 
State with vast oversea colonies and 
dependencies, w hose existence and sur¬ 
vival as an independent community are 
inseparably bound up with the posses¬ 
sion of preponderant sea power.” ^ This 
passage gives a clue to an impcnlant 
source of one of the most successful 
foreign policies in history. Going back 
to the fifteenth and sixteentli centuries, 
England, with but two exceptions, has 
neither been invaded nor defeated; and 
the exceptions—the American Revo¬ 
lution and the Afghan Wars—are 
hardly impressive evidence to challenge 
the importance of its geographic posi¬ 
tion. Even today England remains an 
island with what Winston S. Churchill 
described as three-fold commitments to 
Europe, the British Commonwealth, 
and the ‘"New World.” Historically and 
down to the present, it has striven to 
retain for itself suflicicnt freedom of 
action to harmonize its commitments 

• See ('haptcr 2. 

- vSir [Are ( rowe. “Menioiiiinlnm on the 
Eresent State of British Relations with I ranee 
anU Cfcnnany, .lanuary I, D>()7,” Itriiish 
DtH'unu’tits on thr Orif^ins of the war IH9H 
1^14, ed. G. P. Ciooeh and H. Tempcrlcy 
(London: J938), Ill, 402-403. 


in eaeli of these orbits, ;md only at 
points where thc\' -.ncrlappcd haw nc\‘. 
iindcrt.ik'ings been possible. \\ is ‘oaie 
that kefiiiology. tlHa>iigh iinentioiv. 
like the aiiphine and submarine, has 
transformed the cliaracier ol Brittiin’s 
location, and there arc signs llial its 
intcrvst.s today are chawing it ever 
c!(>^cr to Eairope. In [Xirt political fac¬ 
tors have pjompled tin's trend, includ¬ 
ing the Ibitisii failure to purvue a suc¬ 
cessful independent foreign policy when 
its interests Vvcte in eonihet with tiiose 
of the super-powers, as in the autumn 
('{ IDSo with the Suez crisis, ikit in 
Arnold Toynbee's ant phrase, “in this 
pc'stwar age, the English, f'luinnel is 
no hu'ader—in the subjective human 
terms of Picasr.rement which have to 
be aj’plied in this context—than a 
Dincli dyke in the age of Alva and 
Wihiam the Silent: and the Atlantic it¬ 
self is no broader llian the Channel 
at the time when NapoleinTs army of 
invasion was encamped at licnilogne.” ’■ 
Nonetheless, there are reasons for 
treating with some reserve claims about 
the anniiulatiem (d' distance, for this 
stutement dates back \v> IS>34—-only a 
few' short years before the backbone 
of Na/i strategy was broken by an 
islatui slate whose geography continued 
to make a difference. 

No one would doubt that communi¬ 
cations and modern warfare have 
shifted the emphasis that can properly 
be laid on geographic location, but its 
influence continues in various ways, 
not least in the case of tlic great powers. 
Tlic territorial expanse of the Soviet 
Union with its land mass extending 
over onc-seventh of the land area of the 
earth, or the vast reaches of the Chinese 
empire—both make military conquest 
and control problematical even with 
absolute weapons. The policies that the 

'•Arnold J. 1 oynhec, A Study of l/istory 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1934), 
111, 353. 
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United Nations w is able to pursue in 
K(^rea were eiieuniseribed by the 
mugnivude oV vhc nnliVaTv of 

fighting a sueeesdul war on *he seem¬ 
ingly endless terrain of the mainland of 
Cliina. At the same time the diOiculties 
of maintaining eommuniealion nU- 
\v(Hks in these \ast areas ean be a 
source of weakness in defense. For 
Russia (he lack of natural frontiers in 
the west or of natural (obstacles to in¬ 
vasion across the plains ol Poland and 
Fastern Ciermany has been a source of 
eonffiel and weakness from tiie four¬ 
teenth century up to the present day. 
I his condition must be considered at 
least partly responsible for Soviet 
policies tenvard tlie satellites and for 
the insistence of tlie late Premier Stalin 
tiial “Poland is a nialler c^f life and 
death." 

ronsequenlly, experienced ciijiloinats 
like Ambassadors Uharles F. Bohleii 
and Llewelyn Thompson warn that the 
most probable ca.sus belli for the 
Russians could be a sudden change in 
the status of Fastern Europe. Short of 
a general scttlemcni, they would light 
to preserve their position in this area. 

Natural resourtrs. The crisis in the 
Middle Iiast provides a leminder that 
natural rescnirees continue to be a vital 
element in foreign policy. I'he decisive 
importance of the countries in the 
Arabian peninsula rests largely in the 
control they exert over oil. In practice 
modern technology has made Middle 
Eastern oil production an increasingly 
vital necessity, especially for regions 
like Western Europe. Instruments of 
production, transportation, and war re¬ 
quire oil as a source of energy— 
•Clenieneeau once observed that “one 
idrop of oil is worth one drop of blood 
' |of our soldiers"—and its importance 
has led to a shift in tlie relative power 
of major regions of the world (as in 
the rise to importance of the Middle 
East) and of some of the major na¬ 


tions. Self-sufTicieney in this natural re- 
soui'ce has enhanced the penver of 
Russi'a and the United States while 
Britain and other fiuropean nations 
have l>een made weaker by their want 
of O'l. rile Middle Fast furnisjics about 
80 ]vr Cv'Ut of Western F.uropeN oil 
supplies: and barring mujor contliels, 
this figure was expected \o increase to 
00 per cent by the 1060\. (Ollier esti¬ 
mates suggest that with the expansion 
of industrial production and national 
income and in the face of the flagging 
output of Europe's coal industrv. West¬ 
ern r.uropea.ri oil consumption may be 
trebled in twenty years. Hence conii'ol 
of i)ll beccmies a crucial sUikc in workl 
politics, and oil diplomac}' iias emerged 
as a term of ait among policy-makers. 

Other natural resour’ccs ‘ntlucncc for¬ 
eign pcdicy: the most basic has tended 
to be f(Hxl production. Oermany's mili¬ 
tary and political strategy in two World 
Wars was inllucnccd by the need to 
gain a comparatively early \ jctory be¬ 
fore its limited food reserves were ex¬ 
hausted. For much the same reason 
Britain, whicli before World War 11 
produced on.ly per cent of its food, 
ran the risk of dcslruclion when its 
lines of communication with other 
regions were threatened by submarines 
and air power. In the degree that 
Britain's economic enterprise extended 
its inllucncc until by the 193()'s there 
was no pm't of the world not linked in 
some way w iih London, its secirity be¬ 
came more precarious in proportion 
to its dependence on tenuous and ex¬ 
tended lines of communication. Liberals 
prompted by their zeal for inlernaticma! 
trade frequently decry a nation's (juest 
for autonomy and self-sulTieiency, \et 
in wartime this beei>mes a. deeisi\e 
source of strength. I'ood and energv 
are the lifeblotRl of a nation; its leaders 
must find ways, whellier domestically 
or internationally, to scitisfy these 
needs. 
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Less permanent material elements 

huhistriul cMuhlisJuficnt. I'lic twin 
forces of the industrial revolution and 
the contemporary political revolution, 
symbolized by approximately 40 new 
nations gaining recognition since World 
War II, underscore the \ital importance 
of aniMher element of hMvi<cn policy. 
In the nineteenth and twentieth cen¬ 
turies, the ituluslria! establishment of 
countries has been the nu^st basic in¬ 
dex of Wi^rld p(n\er. So long as F^ritain 
had no ecjual as liU industrial power, 
its weight in tlic balance of ptaver was 
bound to be decisive. With the increase 
in industrial strength of C.ierman\ and 
the Soviet L’nicm or of Italy and Japan, 
to say nothing of the I'nited States, 
Britain's capacity to injluence the 
course of world politics was sub¬ 
stantially reduced. FJritain, having lost 
its industrial supremacy, als(> lost its 
capacity to serve as a balancer. [France’s 
industrial decline in relation to Ger¬ 
many meant that it was no longer 
able to resist German expansionism. 
Industrial capacity in both orld Wars, 
even more than peacetime military 
preparedness, proved to be the ultima 
ratii). It was the latent power of the 
United States rellectcd in its industrial 
resources that tipped the scales and 
gave the victory to the allied powers. 
‘4n any comparison of the potential re¬ 
sources of the Great Powers the United 
Slates, even before Hitler’s war, far 
outstripped every other nali(m in the 
world in material strength, in scale of 
industrialization, in weight of resources, 
in standards of living, by every index of 
output and consumption. And the war, 
which all but doubled the American 
national income while it cither ruined 
or severely weakened every other Great 
Power, has enormously increased the 
scale upon which the United Slates now 
tow'crs above its fellows.” 

The Iicononiist (London), May 24, 
1947, p. 785. 


The realities of industrial capacity 
can therefore be ascertained and meas¬ 
ured, at least in approximate terms. 
India, for example, seems to have been 
lacking in the industrial resources es¬ 
sential to a great power. Although it 
has substantial deposits of coal and iron 
and ranks high in manganese produc¬ 
tion, it has in the past lagged far behind 
the first-rale piv.vers in the level of its 
industrial establishment. Only a liny 
percentage of its total population has 
been engaged in industry, and its in¬ 
dustrial plants have been severely 
limited. Intlia is but one of a number (d 
new nations whose rising political ex¬ 
pectations carry with them demands for 
expanded industrial capacity. Its Five 
\'car Plans arc in part the expression 
of the drive for ecorKunic dcvclopmciil 
and industrialization. Most of the na¬ 
tions that only recently have attained 
independence regardless of their nat¬ 
ural rc.sourees seek economic growth 
as the indispensable prerequisite of 
status in the international society. P'or 
some, the quest for rapid industrializa¬ 
tion cannot be other than abortive. 
The "objective observer'’ can suggest 
that they might play a more significant 
role if they held to a more modest view 
of their destiny and cast their lot w^ith 
neighboring states in a regional de¬ 
velopment program. In so doing, how¬ 
ever, they would accept a permanently 
inferior position in which their free¬ 
dom of action would be hedged about, 
and this they arc unw'illing to do. 

Military cstahlishmcnt. I he military 
establishments of nations comprise an¬ 
other and possibly the most explicit 
clement of foreign policy. F^iplomacy 
and military slrcnglh go hand in hand. 
In an earlier day, the great powers 
sent gunboats up the rivers of states 
they were seeking to influenee; today 
a show of strength involves air forces, 
fleets, and satellites. 'Pile postwar dis¬ 
tribution of power was an outcome of 
the position of the Red Army at 
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stnitcgic points in the heart of Rurope. 
Ciennany's demoniacally successful di- 
pU>nvacy in the interwar period was 
clearly the direct outgrowth of superior 
military preparedness. I’he explosion 
and testing of atomic weapons by the 
Soviet Union has been joined with 
strategic moves in the Uold War. The 
frontiers separating the spheres of in^ 
huence of warring states often de¬ 
marcate the limits of their elleetive mili¬ 
tary forces, as, If^r exa.mple. in Korea. 
As long as force remains the hnal 
arbiter of rivalries among nations, the 
comparative strengths of military estab¬ 
lishments v\ ill set boLnuIaries to actions 
in foreign atlairs. 

Military strength quite obviously 
lacks the permanence of the elements 
of geography or natural resources, 
t hroughout history it has been subject 
to the compulsions c»f technological 
changes that htive brcuighl lar-reaehing 
shifts in power. 7'he phalanx w as the key 
t(^ Spttrla’s victory over Athens in the 
Peloponnesitm War ol 431-404 n.c. 
Its elTectiveness hiy in the use of hetivy 
infantry in close-order formation and 
in reliance upon shock techniques. The 
Athenians recovered from their defeat 
and 33 years later employed swarms 
of light infantry to concjuer the 
Spartans. Somewhat ItUer, the Thebans 
in\proved the plvalaux by distributing 
its power in deptli, thus introducing an 
clement of surprise which had been 
missing. The Macedonians revamped 
the Spartan phalanx, made use of 
(ireek mercenaries, and put their stress 
on a war of nu)vement. But Macedonia 
was succeeded by the military genius 
and mobile legions of Rom.e. Hardened 
in civil and border wars, tlie Roman 
army proved versatile enough to fight 
as skirmishers or heavy armed in¬ 
fantrymen in open country and in 
villages and towns. FTivvever. the 
battle of Adrianople against heavy 
armed cavalrymen from the east 
brought the challenge Roman military 


leaders had foreseen hut for w hich they 
were unprepared. In modern \in\es, 
technology has given dramatic op- 
porUmhies to those military leaders who 
proved capable of adaj)tation and in¬ 
novation. Ify caaitrast, failure to re- 
spemd to chmige usually meant 

failure even for those whose traditional 
military resources appeared to be ade¬ 
quate. Tile Cjcrmans were defeated in 
W'orld War I by using the strategy of 
1X70 against tlieir opponents' (uxler ol 
battle of trench warfare and economic 
blockade. I lie French in the F)3()'s, 
expecting another costly and brutal 
war of attrition, built the .Vlaginoi Line 
to (igln the kind of struggle that mili¬ 
tary lechnolvygy had already rendered 
obst)lete. Short of warfare itself, the 
failure of military estabhshments to 
keep pace with fast-mo\ ing technologi- 
eal changes can also reduce ttati-ons’ in- 
tluenee in the ehaneelleries of the 
world, dhis was the tragedv of France 
before World W ar II. 

The dillieulties inherent in maintain¬ 
ing military establishments that will 
not sulfer defeat are more complex 
than mere response^ to technological 
change. .A nation may recognize the 
need tor military organs capable oi 
supporting the foi^ign policies it pur¬ 
sues but he limited in the margin of its 
economic resources that can be Uirned 
to military use. Some countries exhaust 
their resources in attaining a viable 
eeoiu>my: others, like the United Stales, 
have a surplus with which to meet for¬ 
eign military and political commit¬ 
ments. Belgium cannot alford to devc^c 
the same part of its gross national 
product to military ends as can the 
Soviet Union or the United Stales. 
Thus, both in absolute and relati\e 
terms, the military establishment of 
smaller powers must lag behind. 

7 hree errors are eonunonly made in 
appraising tlie military component of 
foreign policy. First, military power is 
often confused with national power, 
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and a nation's capacity to impose its 
will is equated with its military estab¬ 
lishment. Military power is like the fist 
whose force depends on the health and 
vitality of the body politic and the 
whole society. Troops are an important 
determinant of a successful foreign 
policy, but without other foundations 
they will not sullice. Second, the mili¬ 
tary element is often viewed in more 
static terms than is apj'»ic>priate. The 
democracies in two World Wars, 
although the last to arm, rallied their 
forces to gain the victory in the end. 
1‘hird, it is dilTicult to analyze and 
foresee in advance of a particular war 
the most elTeciive distribution of the 
cornponcnis of military f(\a*e. b’or ex¬ 
ample, what comprises a strong mili¬ 
tary force toda\? Is it large ground 
forces. h\dr(>gen bombs, or intensive 
research? Is a small, highly specialized 
army more desirable than a large num¬ 
ber of ground forces, or are both es¬ 
sential for a nation that seeks to be 
strong? The answers to these qiieslions 
w'ill probabK be decisive in deterniining 
a state's future influence in the world, 
yet it is sobering that estimates must be 
made on the basis of contingencies 
that cannot now be foreseen. We know 
in a general way that an ellectivc 
foreign policy must be supported by 
a military program that can safeguard 
national security. But this leaves tho.se 
who make decisions with the painful 
task of distributing resources among 
alternative means of defense w'ithout 
any certainty of the kind of war they 
may have to fight. 

C ha Hires in industrial and military 
capacity. Beyond this, the weapons of 
today may not be used in future wars 
because technology has rendered them 
obsolete. It is said that conventional 
weapons are fast being supplanted by 
new and more deadly weapons and 
therefore traditional armaments fail to 
provide an adequate basis for foreign 


policy. On the other hand, the re are 
military experts who question whahet 
atomic and hydrogen weapons will exei 
be used, given the prosj^^ct *>1’ nuiliial 
annihilation. Is it not lair then to ask 
whether the sti>ekpiling ol an unlimited 
supply (^f wcaplins that no nation woviUl 
dare to use furnishes a slate with the 
requisite mililarv siipporr.' A militarv 
establishment gnainJi'd in conventional 
weapons ina\ fall short of pro\iding a 
defensible military posture, but so may 
a military prograiri aimed at siijKaior 
atomic capacities. IIilsc are the hi)rns 
of llie dilLinma on winch defense 
strategists coiiid t>e impaled. 

1 he human elenienf!^: quantitative 
and qualitative 

(Juaniitativc: population. Students of 
foreign policy ha\e stiessed another 
set of elements that make up a third 
concentric circle of factors of policy. 
1 hey constitute the human forces— 
both quantitative and qualitative. Popu¬ 
lation is a cjuantilalive factor that ob¬ 
viously must be considered in every 
calculation of the capacity of states. 
I'hc Middle Tasl provides an example 
of the weight that policy-makers give 
to numbers of people and to the fact 
that Arabs are more numerous than 
Jews. ITie importance of China and 
India at the end of the second World 
War rests partly in the size of their 
populations, which exceed 400 million 
people. Both the Soviet Union and the 
United States, numbering less than half 
the populations of these countries, have 
shown respect for their potential. Con¬ 
versely, nations with falling birth rates 
have lost influence among the society 
of nations, as France did after \W)rId 
War I. In the past, the wide diversity 
in technological skills for instance be¬ 
tween an Englishman and a C'hincsc, 
meant that population was not a fac¬ 
tor. In recent years this situation has 
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lx\ ii uiKicrtioing chaniH* --especially in 
ihc last decade. I he 50 j^eop’ 

now livinp in llie Ihiilt d Kinydoe . 
joy a high degree of scientific ski . 
there is no longei ari\ certain t’ ji 
the peoples of un lerdevel* tpe a* as 
may not eventaall appivxwh .-i or 
that the eomhined ^kilK t.i s. a ge a 
population may r'.ot eumj eiv e or a 
persistent leeimologieal lae. 

I he Use of population st. » and 
oi tile hneeastiiia ef tiead-- ngeests 
liiat the science (U esimiating :md pre¬ 
dicting the numhers in ‘ta.le-- relative 
to one anotlier is simpie and precise, 
^'el demograidiv is stihjeel to manv oi 
the vicissitudes t(» ulneh seiePUdie re¬ 
search is eApc'sed in other social 
Spheres. For e.xa.niple. World War I 
had the etleel ol \irtually wiping out 
a \slK>le geneialion of laenehinen. 
Fratiee's casualties fioiii FM4 u> lots 
nunilxaed 1,400,000 \oung men. B) 
103s the F^'reneh birth rate no longer 
compensated for tlie death rate; and in 
World W’ar ll b'ranee lost (i25,()00 men. 
almost three limes America's losses in 
a country one-fourth America's size. 
Yet since W'orld War 11 the French 
Inrth rate has reversed itself, and since 
1046 the sur]>lus of births o\er deaths 
has been about 300,001^ a year--a sur¬ 
plus greater than llial of Ital\ or West 
(iermany. rOanee, which had been 
static and immobile between tlie wars, 
lias witnessed a renewal <4' its late of 
growth. In more general terms, then, 
population as an clement of foreign 
policy is lacking in absolute predicta¬ 
bility and certainly and depends on 
other related elements. It may enable 
or prevent a state from achieving its 
national purposes, but in either role 
it is also subject to change and fUiclua- 
tion. 

Qualitaiivc: jUfl'K y-nmkers and trad¬ 
ers. Another crucial element of policy 
is the role of poliey-jnakers within a 
political system. The study of the metli- 


od.-., st>le and quality of the process by 
which policies are implemented is the 
eoneern of students of both interna¬ 
tional and comparative politics. More¬ 
over, capacities vary greatly from 
state to slate for rational and responsi¬ 
ble actions in this sphere. 

From a formal point of view, a 
policy-maker is the ollieial empowered 
with making the relevant decisions in 
foreign policy. In some political sys¬ 
tems. the oHieials are the effective deci¬ 
sion-makers. as is the ease with stable 
democratic s\ stems and well-estab¬ 
lished authoritarian systems. In other 
eases, the cdliciaK are not the cRcclive 
decision-makers. The mallei is one for 
empirical (4')servalion. knowledge of 
existing domestic systems, and study of 
histcMica! patterns of foreign policy 
action. In most eases, observation will 
disclose the elfeeiivc wielderi of power 
and the real eenrer.. of decision-making. 
Doubts will always be picsent, espe¬ 
cially wlicn competing groups and 
elites have dilTcrent fv^reign policy 
aspirations, or when there is conflict 
on foreign policy ginils or on means of 
achieving these goals. In societies 
w'here the ollieials arc not the true 
wielders ol power, the search for the 
centers of power may lead us to the 
party, the military, the trade unions, 
the tribal chiefs, or the intclleetuals. 
Nt) prediction about foreign policy 
trends can be made for many coun¬ 
tries without a careful assessment of 
the relative strength of the students, 
the trade unions, the military, the 
church, and the business groups. 

Formal or informal decision-makers 
reflect the existing balance of forces in 
any given political .society, from the 
most consensual to the most divided 
and fragmented. There are some long- 
range trends, however, that are very 
relevant to the study of foreign policy. 
I’hese include the growing man¬ 
agerialism of advanced industrialized 
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societies: the gnnving intliicncc of the 
natund scientist, holh as a policy¬ 
maker and as an important “group"; 
and the relatixe independence of the 
“military." Industrialization and tech¬ 
nological impro\ement, together with 
rising material expectations and their 
satis/actiori, create similar societies in 
which idetdogies pre^gressiv ely give 
place to pragmatic and technical con¬ 
siderations. ldcoii>gical ctMdlicts be¬ 
come seeondar\. Sucli a trend inevita¬ 
bly leads to emphasis upon peace, since 
material salisfaelion and the utilization 
of technology for this pnvpv>se are possi¬ 
ble onl\ if there is peace. Altlunigh 
there are uiialitieations xo be made, one 
might well hypothesize that present in¬ 
dustrial and leehnieii! developments 
put primacy upon fuifillment of ma¬ 
terial goals and satisfaction of material 
expectations, rather than upon inter¬ 
national eonlliet. Henvever, the grow¬ 
ing importance of the military in ail 
contemporary .societies is prima-facie 
evidence of the reverse trend. 

Political leaderships in most societies 
act in order to maintain the security of 
their national state. An indispensable 
ingredient of security is power. The 
“realist" theory in international rela¬ 
tions claims that power considerations 
are of primary significance in the be¬ 
havior of the ruling groups of any 
nation-state, and that ideology and all 
other considerations are subordinate. 
This is undoubtedly true, and power 
objectives often come in conflict with 
welfare or even internal status con¬ 
siderations; groups in power, in order to 
increase the power of the nation-state, 
may sometimes undermine their own 
position. The extent to which consider¬ 
ations of power will come into con¬ 
flict with considerations of internal 
status, wealth, and leadership position 
of certain elites is a matter for empirical 
and historical study. In order to study 
comparative foreign policy, wc ought 


to know how well entrenched are the 
elfeelive wielders of power and how 
iikelv is it that tlicir decisions will be 
obeyed. On the basis of the existing 
constcllal’K>n of the various gioups in 
a society, international eonlliet w-.ll 
strengthen or weaken leadership. S\s 
terns such as the SoN'ict lini(>n tued 
conflict fur the continuation ol the 
leadcrsliip in p(w\cr. In other cases, 
the rcNcrNC may be true. It is important 
to tliscoxer tile circumsianec s undei 
which an externai threat leads to the 
consolidation v>l the power of att exist¬ 
ing Icadetship group, atwl, cvMwevsely, 
those cireiinislances under which lead 
ership is undermined in case ot contliel. 

It is also important define the 
relations between llie various decision¬ 
makers and or the elTeetive wielders of 
piwver. d'he question applies with equal 
relevance to the “Soviet world" and 
the so-called “free world." 

77/(' ro/t' of iiU'oloay. What is the 
role ol “ideology" within the interna¬ 
tional system? d he term ideology ap¬ 
plies not only to the manner in which 
objectives arc shaped, but also to how 
the given objectives will be pursued. 
There is a range of means extending 
from outright violence to attachment to 
the established prr)cedures. As long as 
international rules for the adjuslmcnl 
and the accommodation of conflict have 
a very low degree of legitimacy, con¬ 
flict will always involve a threat of 
violence. At what point is ccmllict 
likely to lead to war? It is dilficult to 
make an accurate prediction, hut cer¬ 
tain obvious alternatives can be en¬ 
visaged. 

wSomc nation-states and their politi¬ 
cal leadership arc likely to resort to 
violence more readily than others. 

The available instruments of vio¬ 
lence arc an important consideration 
in assessing the likelihood of war. The 
more destructive the weapons available, 
the less likely their use, and hence the 
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cITort will lu‘ to ac..t)nimochitc conllict. 

'^ Totar' clcsti uLii\L' \H)\wv in the hands 
t)f only lv\(> powers fiKiy lead to a nurn 
her gI allcrnali\L*s- pioyacssivc dis- 
arnvainciU ot all oIIkt |n)lilical s's- 
tcnis, pioyrcssixc ihpDlari/atinns in the 
form of alhanci’s imder ll.-c leadership 
of the tuo state . elhn' lo rediess tile 
balance by the maiuifaeturiny ol \^eap- 
ons by a tl'ird power, oi '^lo;., as in 
lIc (iaiillc'^ l{.iiu.\. A . nation of 
\)'ipolaii/.aiion iiia\ be slab!. ^ t brings 
about cillier coni[Vic!e disatanient of 
\hc vest vif ihe world with Itic express 
\n laeil ai^reenienl ol the two stales 
inNol\ed, ru‘ the phxsieal division of 
the world inl<» two eleaiK demaieated 
and integrated spheres. .All other situa¬ 
tions are benind to be hieiily unstable. 

Barring disarmament, the lil<elihot>d 
of eonlliet persists because, curiously, 
the more absolute tlie weapons in the 
hands of two powers, the more likely 
for smaller powers t(^ use \io1ence as 
long as the two powers are in disagree¬ 
ment. Neither power can interfere ac¬ 
tively in the eonlliet for fear tliat the 
other might be engaged, w ith the pt)ssi- 
bility that ultimate weapons may be 
used. 

CA)nsideratiori of surprise attack and 
retaiiatiem obey essentially simple rules 
if there are only two nuclear powers. 
The moment ultimate weapons are 
available and held by many states—a 
threat implicit in the so-called n^'* 
country problem—there can be no 
stabilizing force such as the one im¬ 
plicit in the balance of power theory. 
The situation is one in which there is 
no possible balancer- each nation- 
stale, once it possesses a given number 
of ultimate weapons, is just as powerful 
as the other. At this point, the in¬ 
stability is so high that it is safe to 
predict that eonlliet inevilably will lead 
to violence on an unprecedented scale. 
Our world will ap()roxiniate Hobbes' 
model, and we will be compelled to 


lav. dtwvn our arms to avoid “sudden 
death,'” with no assurance that “nat¬ 
ural law" will be followed lliis lime! 

1 lip loli' of What in\- 

portaiue does iniornuitinn have in 
shaping policy? I he problem of availa¬ 
ble information, wliieh lornis the basis 
the I'ol^v-makevs' decision, is very 
complex. Cranie Lheor\ pc^stulatcs its 
Iree How. mueli as the Td^'eral economic'- 
assumed perfect niv'ihilits aiv-.l price eonv 
petition. \ he “liberal modeV' is useful 
because, on its basis, we can infer 
about events and developments even 
when empirical reality docs not ill 
tile nuulel. TIve gam** theory d(X‘s not 
have this ad'win-age. because it as- 
'-Limes a ga.mc without telling us wliat 
the game is abcuit: war. peace, ae- 
eoinmodalion, mainleiianee of the 
snuu\ qu<>, surprise attack and an¬ 
nihilation. Despite the tluory’s em- 
phasis iifHm Ihe “rules?' we cannot 
understand what they are unless we 
assume that the participants have simi¬ 
lar objectives, norms, and leadership 
eharaeterisiies. a situation that ob¬ 
viously never obtains. If the partici¬ 
pants all p!a\ dilTerent games with 
diirerenl rules, we have no game 
amenable,’ to rational t^bservatiem. 
Therefore, where and lunv reality dif¬ 
fers from the model cannot be shown 
in any terms. The game theory, useful 
in military analysis when we consider 
the use of weaptuis and force, is not 
rclc\anl to the study of foreign pc^licy. 

To undertake a discussion of the 
relationship between “information" and 
policy-making or formulation of oh- 
jcelivcs, we would have to consider a) 
informatiLm available lo decision-mak¬ 
ing and governing elites; h) informa¬ 
tion as a source of eonlliet among 
elites; < ) possession of information as 
a source of power and inlliienee .'mnuig 
certain of the political elites or deci¬ 
sion-makers; (i) the manner in which 
information is pereci\cd; and e) the 
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serious problem of the disparity be¬ 
tween the information available to the 
'‘public” and that available to various 
public policy-making and leadership 
groups. A subsidiary problem is that 
of “information-manufacturing” in dif¬ 
ferent degrees in all political systems. 

It is hard to relate the above mean¬ 
ingfully and arrive at certain hyp(’theti- 
cal generalizations. 'I’he Wilsonian 
theory that the free Ihnv of informa- 
tiorr would keep c>piriion uleit. aiki pa\e 
the win to the resolutiom (>f all C(>n- 
///t’/.s’ without report to a.tr. was b.i'etf 
(m the notion that decision-makers and 
ilOlornind c/iles :ire rnord prone to con- 
IVict and war Ilian the people. It was 
further based on the assumption that 
the public, when itiven all the taets, 
would make ''rational*' judgments, and 
that "rational** judgment excludes war. 
There arc reasonable dcuibts, however, 
that piiblie opinion exhibits any greater 
trails rationality, or shows a great 
propensity to modify beliefs held in the 
light of information received. I here is 
also less evidence than had been as¬ 
sumed that withholding of information 
by the dccision-niakcrs. or limiting its 
access to only a small group of persons 
with leadership positions, is more likely 
to lead to war. 

Diplomacy: national purposes 

Another clement of foreign policy is 
the quality of a natiorrs diplomacy. At 
one level, this involves a clear concep¬ 
tion of national purposes; at another, 
it involves prudence and skill in the 
use of the tools of statecraft. For pur¬ 
poses of analysis, both can be examined 
in the context of American foreign 
policy. 

It is w'cll to remind ourselves that 
issues confronting the makers of Ameri¬ 
can foreign policy compete for atten^ 
tion, crow'ding out and succeeding one 
another in headlines of the daily press. 


M A (• R I !> 1 S 

Korea, Indoclhna. i'.ul 

Laos, Berlin, and (’iiba ila-li 
scopicaUy ‘across eaeli ‘ct oce; lu*’, 
as w'c seek to imderslaful inietiuiiuMi,.:! 
alfairs. Sensing this process. ii is 
im; lo second-guess the fuiuie. V\iii p. 
one is asked what will be the most enni 
pclliiii: aiul troiible'-ome prolV;, ui 
the next six nuMUhs or a \e:ii. !k' v.*!' 
propiie^x the threat v‘f wa.i m li'. Wo' 
die [ a^t. oralerlv. transi!iv>n ai pi.; 
•’•vud^nev' v'f seil’-gi n PI na'viil a ’’ip! 
coii>ni.ii areab. or aei^.iiua: pi; 
n^nirt'!- IUj! fi;a 

alieetir.g llreii rk'^p|ii:aai aie >.iv.. 

um/cr/wng qa/Lsbo^/b uLn'i], /. 
this counirx's basic goals aird iiailoua* 
purpiwes. W’lrat do Amefieaab <epk la 
the world* Is it peace? Power.* 
perit)? Facii o\' ifiese goals is ol'ien set 
forth as a national fmuiainerrtal aim. 
Sennetimes peace, especially in tlii> 
atomic age, is made an absolute pur¬ 
pose; prosperity sometimes seems to 
emerge as the one end American^ seek 
above all others in the conduct of their 
alTairs in the world. We shall look in 
turn at each of these goals, seeking to 
ascertain its relevance lo the real issues 
in America's foreign affairs. 

Peace as national purpose. It is 
sometimes considered a riiark of bad 
judgment to recite a succession of 
‘'great generalities" at the outset of any 
discussion. However, the pre.scnl crisis 
impo.scs upon us responsibilities of per¬ 
ceiving more clearly the ebb and flow 
of certitude and truth with respect to 
the root principles of world affairs. 
Recent events have shaped and molded 
the dimensions of the international 
problem in a manner that few antici¬ 
pated. lake as an example the issue of 
peace, f'or the first time in centuries, 
rational men have been claiming—ap¬ 
parently with some accord -that war 
has become obsolete as an instrument 
of national policy. President Lisen- 
hower reiterated this view, and he 
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in;iiti!aiiivii ayain at ihc First Cicncvu 
('I'lilcivit'.c tital vicl('r and \aiK]iiishcd 
aliki' Nsonlil Ik‘ i.>n^ualtK's p .uu nuclear 
or huitosjcn \s.ir. ih. successor, 
f^icsiticni KcMMLciv. iiiis coiilinucd 
lUicLuf lest ncec^ii.alious lU Cvenevu bc- 
ciuist. ol an awareness of this peril. 
At I lie end ol' siicli a w ar th.ey would 
look out upon the ciiancd ruins ol 
ci\ili/alion itself. II Cienc\'a settled any- 
ihine, we are told, it ixchiucd a tacil 

aereenicnl.founded tai li e staieniale 

in aton ic prodiicli(Mi -(v.ulawing this 
loiin ol waifare. Hut does this mean 
lliai peace is inc\iiabh and attniiic war¬ 
fare impossilsie? Apparviill) not, 'f we 
consider leceiil [>olic\ sialemciUs. the 
iiiecmed o|anions (>f c\p. i lenced lead- 
els. (ti e\eius In IliiiiiMi). Sue/. S\ria. 
and the prowine ( hniese and Russian 
threats in Asia and at die heart of 
h.urope. 

Power aHiUioiuil fH{ri>(tsc. Ww most 
celebrated and controversial policy 
statements in the mid-lAfties were those 
attributed by Lijc writer Janies Sheplev 
to Seeretary of Stale Jolm Foster 
Dulles. In diseussine the yHiliev of 
“massive relalraliim/' Mr. Dulles ob¬ 
served: “I'he abilits to i::et to the verge 
without getting into tire war is the 
necessary art. If \oli cannot master it, 
you inevital>l> get into war. If \ou try 
to run away from it, if }ou are seared 
to go to the brink, you are li)sl,*' Harlier 
he had said that a potential aggressor 
must know that his acts would be met 
by such retaliation and that he would 
lose more than he could gain. Speeilic 
targets for retaliation had to be selected 
and agreed upon in advance. “The wav 
to deter aggression is for the free com¬ 
munity to he willing and able to re¬ 
spond vigorously at places and with 
means of its own ehoi^sing.'" Its re- 
s|X)nse slK)Lild be massive and over¬ 
whelming. 

If \vc separate the clialT from the 
wheat, the political from the inescapa¬ 


ble truth iit litis contested statement, it 
sccm.s clear that the possibility of resort 
to military measures has not been cast 
out from the armory of American for¬ 
eign policy. Since the Eisenhow'cr ad¬ 
ministration stressed wherever possible 
the replacement of manpower with de¬ 
cisive weapoiv, the risk of w^arfarc with 
ultimate weapons can hardly be said 
to have passed. Nor is this possibility 
made any less ominous by the boasts 
of Soviet leaders that they too have 
developed a straU gy of retaliation. The 
Soviet resistance to a neutral miminis- 
irmor of a dis:irmameni agreement and 
their lefusal to accept other reasonable 
procedures are further evidence. In this 
sUuation an a cident. a misvaleulation, 
or an act of desperation couM easily 
set olT tire conflict that Geneva was said 
to have made impressible. 

Prosperity and dcvclopjticn: nf na- 
tiomd purpost\ I'uraing to the i.^sue of 
piosperity, we ^nter tlx presence of 
the most appealing of the cuiTeni Uerids 
e.f infmined thinking on our foreign 
atfairs. T his trend of though maintains. 
With varying reservations, that most of 
the tensions between the West and the 
non-Soviet but uncommitted countries 
of the world are the result of mutual 
suspicions, and that these can be com¬ 
posed iliroLigh economic cooperation 
and aid. Put in the proper perspective, 
a policy of contributing modestly and 
consistently to prosperity ami the rais¬ 
ing of standards of living in the world is 
a viable if not an utterly essential goal 
for .American foreign policy. It'; em¬ 
phasis is all the more crucial because of 
the neglect of this facet of American 
thinking in the past. However, pros¬ 
perity. like peace, is at best a pro.xi- 
male guide to action. It oiTcrs no 
panacea to all the ills that engulf the 
world. Tensions may be eased w hen the 
fruits of economic development and 
growth are more widely shared at home 
and abrixid. Yet .Ameiiean e.xperiences 
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of intense strife and division nationally 
durini: the past deeade should cau¬ 
tion against excessive optiniisni. Ihe 
wounds of Ihe worst biUerness and 
rancor in the lifetime of some Ameri¬ 
cans are a sobering reminder that bO,- 
OOO.OOO employed is scant guarantee 
of peace and tranquillity among peoples 
and parties. 

On a world scale, the limits of a 
form of in\erted Marxism that looks to 
economic development as a miraeuUais 
device for purging tensicnis and strife 
are c\en more graphic. India and the 
United Stales have not been deterred 
from mlsimderslandings b\ India's phe¬ 
nomenal economic growth. The fact 
that India iias literallN raised lierself by 
her own bootstraps, that she increased 
real income 15 per cent in the perU)d 
from 194d to 1954 and attained in 
1953-54 the highest rate of economic 
growth in the world, has if anything 
prompted her to press claims more 
vigorously, even when they conflicted 
W'ith those of the West. 

Furthermore, thewe who w(>uld lay 
the disparities in standards of living 
throughout the world on the conscience 
of the West sometimes seek to exact a 
heavier tribute than any nation or civ¬ 
ilization can fultill. These developments 
in other countries are intimately bound 
up with cultural traditions, with politi¬ 
cal order and stability, with resources 
and attitudes and population pressures 
and a thousand local ctmdilions that 
Western powers can only slightly shape 
or alTect. If Western clTorts can assist 
others to inch their way to a happier 
and more promising state of economic 
well-being and political justice, this 
will be enough, and it may even stem 
the advance of hostile forces. However, 
it can lead at best to public disillusion¬ 
ment and perhaps a deep and festering 
embitterment with the West’s role in 
the world if public justification of these 
programs claims more than is war¬ 
ranted. 


That the West should be left t(^ lind 
its way gropingly, [Kiinfully. and with 
unceriaiiuv can come as a ^hock onl\ 
to those wlio forever seek simple ai^ 
solutes aid the easy pathway. !\acc 
more than ever befene in America's 
histvuy is a paramount goal of .\meri 
can foreign policy. However, it is a 
goal that knows its limil.N. Power tinow-, 
a spotlight on those dark ciM'ners ol 
American action wliich were hut dimly 
lighted throughout the era of intcllec' 
tual pacilism and political neutralism. 
Prc)sperity--especially in Asia. Africa, 
and the Middle Fvast—must he a^ much 
.America's aim as military security, par¬ 
ticularly since lire foe Ixcofues ever 
more cunning and resourceful in his 
pursuit of this enterprise, ^'ct pros¬ 
perity is a means aiul not an eiwi. The 
interests of progressive no less than 
oppr'Cs.scd slates clash and must be 
accommodated. Diplomats and not the 
experts in technical assistance must be 
called to this task. 

We will be on surer ground if we 
recognize that peace, power, and pros¬ 
perity are rough guide lines to action. 
T’hcy show us the perimeters within 
which to work, but in no way remove 
the demands placed on leaders for 
political judgment and practical wis¬ 
dom. 

Diplomacy and democracy 

Democratic theory rests on the sup¬ 
position that the very broad goals of 
foreign policy must be decided by the 
people, but the concrete decisions and 
implementation within these goals is 
the function of the political leadership, 
primarily the executive branch of the 
government. Bryce argued, in the hey¬ 
day of the Wilsonian “populism” in 
matters of foreign policy, that brtiad 
ends of foreign policy should be de¬ 
cided by the people, and he produced 
evidence to show why democracies had 
displayed more “wisdom” than dcs- 
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potisms in the htrmuhition of such 
broad olijcctives. Most deiiiociatic 
thcori>ts tempered their remarks witli 
a reaii/atiuii that popular awareness 
and jiopular mfallibiht-. were more re- 
strieted in matter-, ol fou i .’n polie> 
than in domestie matters. |frvv.e hinisell 
pul this in tiu' tollouine teruo: " 
one ol tlie sironnesi argument' loi dem- 
oeratie gouTiiment is that the masses 
ot t!ie people, whali.^i.! e' tile) mav 
not know, ilo kno\\ whe' the stioe 
pinelies, aiiil are bssi entitli-.i > ■ ^pecif\ 
the retornis the\ iieeei In liaeien pol- 
iey this sloes not apple . ." ■ 

I liess' Inisic ahiuil 

the I'Dle of fJiihlic opinion siiul tlK 
rclatu^nship hetx'.een kaikknshi]^ and 
puiMic require eotnparalive 

analysis and studv. lo beein with, the 
ralicnialisl assu: ipiions about public 
opinion ha\e been subjected to eareful 
eriiieisni and reeonsideraiitui e\ ei since 
the piildieation c)!' Walter l.ii’)]')inann*s 
/*///>//(• Opinion and the riuiniofn Vuh- 
hi'. Secondly, the apathy of public 
opinion in matters of forei^cn j'joliev in 
contempeuarv systems calls for tlie re- 
ct>nsideralion ol tliose presuppositions. 
When the Ihurtipean l)efen>e C’otnmu- 
nity sharply divided the 1 ivneh Parlia- 
merii and stalemated an\ legislative 
action in the second leeislaiure of the 
I'ourth Republic, . . lour'fifths of 
the public (in Idanee) had heard about 
the project hut (were) imeerlam as to 
whether the plan had been voted or 
The suiAeys carried on by 
the Institute of Public Oinnitm in 
F'ranee reveal the et^lossal iL’iioranee of 
foreign policy matters of an electorate 
that has been traditionally considered 
alert and sophisticated. In the United 

•'Janies lJr>cc, AftuJi'rn PrnitH rdfit's, II 
(New ^ofk: The Maeriiillan Co., 

370 . 

Pierre (lerbel, “I influenee tie fopinion 
puhlic|ue ct Jos partis sur I<l polititpic 
enlraniL^ere en I lancc." La I'itlitiqnc 
Ijran^vrv ct srs Lomdaments (I^aris: 
Armand C olin, 1954). 
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Slates 75 per cent of the electorate 
have been consideixtl as unaw'are of, 
or uninlorned on, ‘.oreign policy ques¬ 
tions. * Suattgely ea.ough, if public 
opinion polls have any relevance, the 
postwar Gein..m public opinion has 
txen consptKuly more alert and in¬ 
formed than diat (^f the iradilionally 
detnocvatic and enlightened nations. 
Thirdly. Profes-sor Almond's careful 
study of opinion, eurionsly '. nough. has 
n('t brought parallel studies for 

other countries, ailliougli his analysis 
ol the structure and organization of 
public opinio.t\ could prohahlv be 
widd> applied. .A illciu study indicates 
same general tiivision between an 
informetl active minorii\ and a large 
mass ot umiifkunual and passive public. 
It may Ik' warranted, theveb.re, to raise 
this timdamentai quesiioti as an invita¬ 
tion to comparative study o: Idreign 
poliex. .Are the demoeralie inesupposi- 
lions N'alid? If not. wh\? If so, under 
what conditions do they obtain? 

Diplintmtii’ practices and dijdotnacy. 
In tlipKimaev. the choice of methods 
and technikjues is no less vital tlian 
elai ity about objeetives. Democracies 
someiinies a-sunie that the demands of 
eoherenee aikl etmsistenc\' in diplomaev 
fall less hea\il\ u]n-.i them than upon 
other stales. In part this goes back to 
a prevailing outlook abk)ut denukuaev 
and foreign policy. 

The tirst two decades of the twen- 
tietli century witnessed the lowering 
of a phihwophy of international poli¬ 
ties that was unambiguoLisiv simple, 
straightforward, and capable of en- 
geiulering widespread popular appeal. 
1 his philosophy looked in a spirit of 
buoyant optimism to democracy and 

‘ I evtL-r Markcl, c\l., Vuidic (){'ini<>r! atul 
loniy’/] Poluy, Martin Kricshcri:. Piuk 
Areas *>/ /i^'fu>rancc. W’lu’n Scerclarv of 
State Hean .Acheson was under severe 
an.(ek for ilie I nirnan Aelieson foreign 
pi>licies, only 2.> per eenl of tho.se polled 
could identify the Sceielai> of Stale. 
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national self-determination as the twin 
sources of international peace and 
order. The creation of popular regimes 
on the Anglo-American model every¬ 
where throughout the world was 
heralded as a sure corrective to the 
harsh conflicts that for centuries had 
wracked international life. New nations 
brought into existence at the will of a 
self-conscious community of peoples 
would dissolve the rivalries and fric¬ 
tions that had always led to conflict 
among contiguous social groups. The 
faith of modern Western homo sapiens 
in man’s potentialities for unending 
progress found its expression on the 
international scene in the assurance that 
a brave new world merely awaited the 
fulfillment of these goals. 

It is ironic that this illusion based on 
an excess of faith in essentially divine- 
right vox populi has in the recent past 
been rudely shaken on numerous fronts. 
The phenomenon of totalitarian de¬ 
mocracy, unknown in the nineteenth 
century, has not only left political rival¬ 
ries and conflict intact but has height¬ 
ened and made virtually irreconcilable 
the disputes among the new collectivi¬ 
ties. Inflamed public passions playing 
on statesmen have made moderation 
and compromise more difficult of attain¬ 
ment. National leaders, by pandering 
to popular passions, have often reduced 
the alternatives open to responsible 
makers of foreign policy. Nationalism 
has led not to more peaceful relations 
among peoples who rested content with 
their political status, but instead has 
bred the most embittered antagonisms 
between new nations and their former 
colonial masters or between non-West- 
ern states and their erstwhile exemplars 
in the West. National self-determina¬ 
tion and democracy can hardly be said 
to have ushered in a new era; our more 
serious observers find deep anguish in 
the steep and sudden decline of influ¬ 


ence and self-confidence of the Western 
democracies. The West succeeds in 
engendering resentment and suspicion 
more often than it earns respect. Yet 
many students and statesmen insist on 
talking in bated breath about the causes 
and conditions of our decline. The bulk 
of those who assume leadership in in¬ 
tellectual and political life arc singu¬ 
larly inhibited when it comes to diag¬ 
nosing the .source of our ills. It is 
commonplace to respond to a critical 
evaluation of the conduct of foreign 
policy in a democracy by pointing the 
linger of scorn at non-democratic so¬ 
cieties that are still more obviously the 
authors of our most recent historic 
catastrophes. The key to this diflicult 
problem is surely nt>t loss of faith in 
democracy. It is rather a deeper aware¬ 
ness of the methods of diplomacy. 

Democratic diplomacy, like all di¬ 
plomacy, must adhere to certain sound 
principles and rules. It must prove its 
consistency with the diplomatic tradi¬ 
tion and the imperatives of eft’ective 
negotiation. Majority votes in multi¬ 
lateral conference, dialectics, invective, 
or propaganda may hold a certain fas¬ 
cination for the spectators of world 
affairs. But more often than not their 
effect is to sow international distrust 
and increase rather than alleviate world 
conflicts. The first principle worth 
noting is that, historically, diplomacy 
and foreign policy have not been con¬ 
sidered identical. Foreign policy has 
been viewed as the legislative aspect 
and diplomacy as the executive aspect 
of managing foreign relations. Diplo¬ 
macy has called for experts with free¬ 
dom of action; policy is a matter for 
the most responsible branches of gov¬ 
ernment, including at some point the 
legislature. Diplomacy is not the fram¬ 
ing of policy but rather its execution. 
It is no more a point of focus for public 
attention than is the execution of the 
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national budget as distinct from its 
authorization. 

The Oxford English Dictionary 
states; “Diplomacy is the management 
of international relations by negotia¬ 
tion; the method by which these rela¬ 
tions are adjusted and managed by 
ambassadors and envoys; the business 
or art of the diplomatist.” This defini¬ 
tion suggests a second principle. The 
test of diplomacy is not the ' indication 
of some abstract moral prir p!e or the 
rewarding or punishment o! virtuous 
or evil forces. It is rather the most 
ciTcctivc accommodation of state rela¬ 
tions that arc sometimes in harmony, 
but other times in conflict. 

Third, diplomacy calls for an inti¬ 
mate knowledge of the mechanics of 
negotiation, for endless patience in the 
use of numberless expedients in work¬ 
ing out agreements, and for consum¬ 
mate skill in adjusting national pro¬ 
posals and making them acceptable at 
home and abroad without sacrificing 
vital objectives. 

In recent years many serious writers 
have questioned whether or not diplo¬ 
macy has measured up to the standards 
inherent in these principles. Hugh 
Gibson, who has few peers among 
twentieth-century American diploma¬ 
tists, wrote: 

What we have come to call diplomacy 
in the course of the past twenty years 
has failed to achieve results and has led 
into all sorts of disasters. But it wasn’t 
really diplomacy. It was the usurpation 
of diplomatic functions by politicians and 
inept amateurs; it was the new method 
of having the negotiation of infinitely 
complicated world problems handled by 
politicians, amateurs, and adventurers; 
the forcing on the world in critical times 
of new and untried methods; publicity 
stunts and hurried personal discussions 
between the political leaders, who should 


stay at home and be the heavy artillery 
in reserve rather than trying to direct 
operations on hurried visits to the front¬ 
line trenches.’' 

These words have even greater rele¬ 
vance today than they had a little 
more than a decade and a half ago. 

The transformation of diplomatic 
practices. For nearly four centuries the 
statecraft of Europe had certain salient 
features. It sought, in theory at least, 
to mitigate and reduce conflicts by 
means of persuasion, compromise, and 
adjustment. It was rooted in the com¬ 
munity of inter rsis of a small group of 
leaders who spoke the same language. 
Catered to one another as often as to 
their own people, and played to one 
another’s strengths and weaknesses. 
When warfare broke out, they drew a 
ring around the combatants and sought 
to neutralize the struggle. The old di¬ 
plomacy carried on its tasks in a world 
made up of states that were small, 
separated, limited in power, and 
blessed, ironically enough, by half¬ 
hearted political loyalties. Patience was 
a watchword; negotiations were often 
as protracted during war as in peace. 
It was taken for granted that talks 
would be initiated, broken off, resumed, 
discontinued temporarily, and reopened 
again by professionals in whose lexicon 
there was no substitute for “diplo¬ 
macy.” 

Today not one of these conditions 
any longer prevails, and the .search for 
new formulas in diplomacy has gone 
on apace. The first and most novel 
pattern to crystallize after World War 
II found expression in the United Na¬ 
tions and in what is called “popular 
diplomacy.” It looked to international 
forums and to majority votes in the 
General Assembly as a substitute for 

** Hugh Gibson, The Roud to Foreign 
PoUey (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday and 
Company, Inc., 1944), p. 63. 
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the tortuous paths of traditional diplo¬ 
macy. It must be said that this choice 
was expressed more rigorously in prac¬ 
tice than in the United Nations Charter, 
which emphasized talks among the 
parties to a dispute before placing an 
issue on the agenda. Popular diplomacy 
reflects the faith in parliamentary pro¬ 
cedures, in the rule of the people, and 
in straightforward, rational, and open 
discussion. It is jointly the product of 
an age of rationalism and an age of 
popular government. It translates into 
global terms supreme political attain¬ 
ments of free people within the demo¬ 
cratic state. Popular diplomacy, despite 
the role of the Great Powers in the 
Security Council, marks a swing of the 
pendulum to diplomacy by all the 
peoples of most of the nations. It is 
the antithesis of secret diplomacy by 
a concert of leaders of the pre-eminent 
countries. 

Because popular diplomacy has been 
the basis of much of our postwar di¬ 
plomacy, we arc able to make a modest 
estimate of its success. To use Lester 
Pearson’s phrase, we find that the prob¬ 
lems of “diplomacy in a gold fish bowl” 
are more intractable than we had sup¬ 
posed. Publicity has been both a virtue 
and a vice. It has kept the spotlight 
of public opinion on world affairs, but 
it has encouraged the actor in world 
politics to take inflexible positions from 
which it is difficult to retreat. Majority 
votes on Korea have demonstrated who 
controlled greater support; they have 
left conflicts of interest unaffected or 
have actually contributed to their in¬ 
crease. When this new pattern of di¬ 
plomacy has worked, it has been 
savored with more ancient techniques, 
as with the private diplomacy of Mr. 
Ralph Bunchc in Palestine and of Mr. 
Jessup on Berlin, and the “quiet di¬ 
plomacy” of the Secretary General on 
Suez and the Belgian Congo. 

These successes, however note¬ 


worthy, have failed to arrest the sharp 
swing of the pendulum to another type 
of international diplomacy. The Eisen¬ 
hower administration has espoused 
personal diplomacy as a means of cor¬ 
recting the excesses of public negotia¬ 
tions. The first Geneva Conference, the 
United States-Canadian-Mexican Con¬ 
ference at White Sulphur Springs, and 
the meeting with India’s Prime Minister 
Nehru and with Prime Minister Mac¬ 
Millan of England illustrate a new and 
emerging pattern. It is a pattern based 
upon the President's partiality “for 
talking things out rather than negotiat¬ 
ing things out” in an atmosphere of 
genial informality. It reflects the view 
that some of the roots of conflict will 
dissolve when leaders from other na¬ 
tions, sitting across a table from Mr. 
Eisenhower, become persuaded of his 
good intentions. The personal touch of 
a famous personality has been placed 
on the scales of world diplomacy. 

The redisctnery of diplomacy. The 
two novel approaches—personal and 
parliamentary diplomacy—are at oppo¬ 
site poles of the spectrum. One empha¬ 
sizes public speeches, mass assemblies, 
and resolutions emerging from open 
forums; the other stresses informality 
and man-to-man conferences free of 
protocol, agendas, and advance prep¬ 
aration. (At White Sulphur Springs the 
Canadians on the eve of the so-called 
“Little Summit Conference” didn’t 
know the topics to be discussed.) Yet 
these new patterns, so divergent in con¬ 
ception and design, share one thing 
in common. They constitute a revolt 
against traditional diplomacy. 

For diplomatists, the first rule has 
always been that negotiations are essen¬ 
tial when national interests are in con¬ 
flict. Since such conflicts arise from 
causes more basic than personal hos¬ 
tility, personal amiability can hardly 
resolve them. Sir Harold Nicolson has 
argued: 
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Diplomacy is the art of negotiating 
documents in a ratifiable and dependable 
form. It is by no means the art of con¬ 
versation. The affability inseparable from 
any conversation . . . produces illusivc- 
ncss, compromises, and high intentions. 
Diplomacy if it is ever to be effective, 
should be a disagreeable business, and 
one recorded in hard print. 

The trouble with approaci s that set 
aside the lessons of the p' t is that 
history has a way of returning to haunt 
us. Both popular and personal diplo¬ 
macy have their place, especially if 
we safeguard them against their ex¬ 
cesses. The best way of doing this is 
to remember that foreign policy has 
a memorable tradition, not all of which 
is folly in the pre.sent. 

REFLECTIONS ON THE STUDY OF 
FOREIGN POLICY IN THE CONTEXT 
OF THE COLD WAR 

Theory in the social sciences runs the 
risk of departing too sharply from so¬ 
cial reality. By contrast, advances in 
the medical sciences are often ac¬ 
counted for by the phrase, “the scien¬ 
tist is never too far from the patient 
in the sickbed.” The scientist is close 
to nature so long as he poses relevant 
and rescarchable questions. The focus 
of his interest must be “operationally 
relevant.” Economics, particularly 
since Walras and more notably since 
Keynes, has become at once more 
scientific and more useful. Practitioners 
of foreign policy arc often critical of 
the unfortunate irrelevance of much 
theorizing in approaches such as deci¬ 
sion-making and behaviorism. They 
charge that theories remain on the 
drawing board without being tested or 
applied against reality. 

At the same time, policy-makers are 
the first to signal the need for prin- 
eiples of wider application or a manage¬ 


able body of doctrine on foreign policy. 
Public leaders need help not merely 
from efficiency experts, but also politi¬ 
cal and constitutional theorists, on 
problems involved in the organization 
of the government for the conduct of 
foreign policy. How should foreign pol¬ 
icy be carried on in a democracy? Who 
takes responsibility and who should be 
the coordinator of policies and pro¬ 
grams? What aspects of foreign policy 
are the appropriate concern of ap¬ 
pointed or elected officials? What part 
is the responsibility of the whole of the 
body politic? What are the objectives 
of foreign policy and how should they 
be ranged in what hierarchical order? 
For example, how should statesmen 
order and relate the goals of most 
Western countries, which include na¬ 
tional security, avoidance of thermo¬ 
nuclear war, the pre.scrvation of west¬ 
ern values, and support for the rising 
expectations of newly independent 
peoples? 

These issues arc clearly amenable to 
study, to the ordering of facts and 
data, to trial and error in testing al¬ 
ternative hypotheses, and to building a 
body of more generalized theory with 
relevance for practice. Propositions put 
forward by one observer will invariably 
be challenged by others. This is the 
story of evolving knowledge. If scholars 
and writers with commitments to rigor¬ 
ous and systematic analysis leave this 
rich field to others, understanding will 
suffer. Yet it is disheartening to note 
how many serious scholars prefer the 
simpler if tidier tasks of abstracting 
from reality those problems on which 
great masses of data are at hand, re¬ 
gardless of their significance. 

The elements of foreign policy and 
the forces of international politics may 
seem abstract, remote, and distant 
when conceived of in principle or 
viewed in the light of an historical 
past. However, the present conflict be- 
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tween the Soviet Union and the United 
States is approached more meaning¬ 
fully if seen in terms of the scheme of 
the basic factors that lie at the roots of 
foreign policy. The cold war is more 
than a decade old by now, and is 
plainly visible as a conflict with at least 
two dimensions. At one level, the 
struggle is for men’s minds; the vitality 
and universality of communism and 
democracy arc at stake. At the other 
level, the struggle engages two great 
configurations of power who by reason 
either of necessity or of design reach 
out to influence others. A treatise on 
foreign policy is perhaps not the most 
appropriate place to analyze the com¬ 
parative strengths and weaknesses of 
democracy and communism, for in one 
sense this is chiefly an issue in political 
theory, albeit theory in action. Soviet- 
American rivalry, however, is more 
clearly a problem in foreign relations. 

Both the Soviet Union and the 
United States have been blessed with 
the most favorable of geographic situa¬ 
tions. The United States is surrounded 
in the north and south by friendly and 
weaker states and bounded and safe¬ 
guarded in the east and west by two 
great ocean moats. The geographic area 
of the Soviet Union, constituting about 
one-seventh of the earth’s surface, has 
historically swallowed up any would-be 
invader, although its western bounda¬ 
ries arc exposed by the open terrain of 
the European plains. The natural re¬ 
sources of both powers arc immense, 
and their technology is far advanced. 
In conventional military weapons Rus¬ 
sian strength probably exceeds Ameri¬ 
can, but in the production of new 
weapons—first of an offensive type but 
more recently of a defensive kind—the 
Russians despite their progress with 
satellites have lagged behind. Russia’s 
population is slightly greater than 
America’s, although their per capita 
technical skill is probably less. Ameri¬ 


can political institutions should in the 
long run prove superior, but the Rus¬ 
sians may temporarily enjoy the ad¬ 
vantages that flow from a system in 
which instantaneous decision-making 
and kaleidoscopic initiative are pos¬ 
sible. National morale, particularly in 
the hydrogen age, is difficult to meas¬ 
ure before a crisis. The quality of 
diplomacy on both sides is subject to 
the broader tendencies and problems 
that have been described. 

Americans live by the faith that 
other peoples will come to embrace 
a political creed involving a decent 
respect for the dignity of mankind, and 
that an international order may be 
founded on respect for the rights and 
interests of other sovereign states. 
However, there are three obstacles that 
confound American policy-makers and 
that must at least be mitigated if the 
struggle is to be won. 

Policy and public opinion. The first 
obstacle is inherent in the problem of 
marshalling support domestically for 
American policies while at the same 
time putting America’s best foot for¬ 
ward in the eyes of the rest of the 
world. To mobilize support for policies, 
Americans say things to themselves 
that, from the standpoint of other 
peoples, might better be left unsaid. 
(In this the United States is of course 
not unique.) America is a vast sprawl¬ 
ing continent of great diversity of 
political and religious beliefs; in its 
constitutional system power and re¬ 
sponsibility are broadly diffused, al¬ 
though less so in foreign affairs than in 
the conduct of domestic affairs. Thus 
Americans speak in many voices, some 
raucous and strident, as they seek to 
persuade one another of the right 
course to follow. The language of do¬ 
mestic politics is not the language of 
political theory. It alms to unite as 
many as will join to support policies or 
programs. It looks to a common de- 
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nominator that can more often be found 
in broad principles and moral yeiierali- 
ties than in specific directives of strat¬ 
egy, which, like military policies, must 
be cast in practical alternatives to meet 
circumstances. It prefers militant slo¬ 
gans to qualified truths and a crusade 
to public conversations on a problem. 

Above all, it is a permanent part of 
the landscape of international relations 
that American foreign policy must draw 
its support from a union of the experts, 
the public, and friends and allies 
abroad. History demonstrates that no 
American statesman can ignore any 
point on the triangle without courting 
disaster. Before World War II, the 
public ostensibly lagged behind the 
thinking on foreign affairs of experts 
and allies. Following World War II and 
up to 1950, American policy—espe¬ 
cially for Europe—was acceptable alike 
to the authoritative views of the ex¬ 
perts, to the public, and to the members 
of the postwar grand alliance. This day 
has passed, and demands of the three 
groups have tended increasingly to go 
their separate ways. America's allies 
have more and more viewed their na¬ 
tional interests as not necessarily iden¬ 
tical with the United States’, and ironi¬ 
cally, at a time when American policies 
are vulnerable to criticism by experts 
at home and abroad, they enjoy broad 
endorsement at all levels of American 
life to the point of becoming virtually 
untouchable. By stressing one side of 
the triangle and striving above all for 
harmonious domestic political relations, 
the Eisenhower administration created 
difficulties for itself at the other points 
on the triangle. In this way it illustrated 
a perennial problem in the conduct of 
foreign relations. Although the Ken¬ 
nedy administration has the support of 
most experts, its sources of public sup¬ 
port remain to be tested. 

Colonialism. Another obstacle stems 
from the colonial dilemma, which 


reaches beyond America's national life 
and touches conflicting interests at 
work throughout the rest of the world. 
We know that the colonial problem 
stands at the top of every agenda for 
discussion of American foreign policy. 
Responsible officials are encouraged to 
issue proclamations and to throw 
America’s weight behind popular revo¬ 
lutions. In this setting it is tempting to 
take general and sweeping positions 
and to express an American doctrine 
on the rights of peoples everywhere to 
independence and self-government. 
This is particularly true because Amer¬ 
icans’ own experience is so rich in its 
lessons and apparently pregnant with 
meaning. The fruits of attempts thus 
far made to propound a dogma should 
.serve, however, to give us pause, for 
the record of America’s efforts to align 
itself squarely with cither colonial or 
anticolonial powers is sprinkled with as 
many failures as successes. 

Nevertheless, Americans face new 
situations today and demands crowd 
in upon them for new and more vigor¬ 
ous policies. We arc reminded that 
Senator Vandenburg with his emphasis 
on Europe and Western unity never 
disparaged the rights of colonial or 
former colonial peoples. Nationalism 
is on the march in Asia, the Middle 
East, and Africa, and Americans im¬ 
plore one another to identify their 
country with these movements rather 
than appearing to stand in their path¬ 
way. Unhappily, the colonial problem 
is less tractable than those exhortations 
suggest. For at the same time as the 
fight is waged to end old imperialisms, 
a new and more demoniac expansion¬ 
ism threatens. To meet it, some feel 
that America must cleave to its trusted 
friends and allies with whom it has 
interests and military bases in common, 
striving to preserve a more stable world 
balance of pow'er. Yet, in itself, this 
is not likely to be enough. The present 
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equilibrium of power will be upset 
unless America can join with new 
forces in the so-called underdeveloped 
areas. We may say, therefore, that the 
United States faces the triple challenge 
of stemming the tide of Russian im¬ 
perialism and world Communism, unit¬ 
ing the other Western states, and draw¬ 
ing closer to non-Western peoples only 
recently emerging as independent 
states. In a manner of speaking, policy¬ 
makers must keep three balls in the 
air. This is the unenviable task of 
American statesmanship. 

The pathos of our present position 
may be illustrated briefly from recent 
events. First there was the statement 
on Goa recognizing Portugal’s author¬ 
ity in the tiny enclave in India, 
prompted doubtless by the zeal of 
European officers in the State Depart¬ 
ment to display a sense of community 
with Portugal. This provoked deep re¬ 
sentment in India and perhaps through¬ 
out much of Asia. Next came the ex¬ 
pression of “sympathy” for Greek feel¬ 
ings in the Cyprus dispute by the 
United States Ambassador to Greece, 
Cavendish W. Cannon, which loosed a 
torrent of British protest. Then the 
Dutch voiced dismay at Mr. Dulles’ 
warm and friendly comments during a 
visit to the Indonesian Republic. More 
recently the United States aroused its 
European friends by appearing to take 
sides with Egypt, and Middle Eastern 
friends by reassuring Turkey against 
Syria and Russia. Taken together, 
American efforts to cement tics of 
community and good will with one 
side in the colonial struggle threatened 
or ruptured the bonds of unity with 
the other. Possibly the one exception 
was Ambassador Dillon’s speech sup¬ 
porting France’s search for “liberal so¬ 
lutions” of her problems in North 
Africa, and even this was challenged 
by the moderate Tunisian nationalist 


leader Bourguiba. The United States’ 
position on the Angola dispute before 
the United Nations illustrates the mar¬ 
gins of choice that may be open to 
Western policy-makers. Here the 
abuses were flagrant, and the political 
position of a minor ally was sufliciently 
weak, so that a less ambiguous Ameri¬ 
can position was possible. 

Perceiving these problems, can we 
say anything about this perplexing pic¬ 
ture that will offer .some guidance to 
the juggler or policy-maker of whom 
wc have spoken? Perhaps there are 
guidelines or principles we can enunci¬ 
ate to spotlight a few of the darker 
corners of this colonial problem. First, 
wc must start with the presumption 
that the colonial problem is fraught 
with dilemmas with which America 
must learn to live. Nor will dogmas 
for or against colonialism waft them 
away. Solutions must be worked out 
case by case; and as, for example, 
Tunisia is not identical with Algeria, 
policies must be shaped to meet indi¬ 
vidual needs. Second, timing is of the 
essence. The statement supporting In¬ 
donesia stirred up a hornets’ nest be¬ 
cause of Dutch-Indoncsian tensions at 
that time over the trial of a former 
Chief of Dutch Military Intelligence 
charged with plotting to overthrow the 
Indonesian government, the conflict 
over Netherlands New Guinea, and the 
unilateral abridgment by Indonesia of 
certain financial and economic treaties. 
Third, if any general solution can be 
found it rests in the coordinating or 
mutual interests, not in the wholesale 
sacrifice of one set of interests to an¬ 
other. In North Africa, French, Ameri¬ 
can, and African interests appear to 
coincide as respects “liberal solutions.” 
Likewise in other regions the goal 
should be the harmonizing of interests. 
This calls for a judicious balancing of 
claims. Fourth, it is one of the ironies 
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of history that force may be necessary 
to preserve colonial arrangements, not 
in order to perpetuate them, but that 
their orderly liquidation may be 
achieved. Fifth, it will not do to call 
every conflict of view between America 
and its European allies a colonial issue. 
On October 2, in what one com¬ 

mentator called a Freudian slip that 
betrayed the main lines of American 
thinking, Mr. Dulles noted i. .i Britain 
and America were at odds vi r Suez 
on the question of the ‘shut from 
colonialism to independence.” He 
treated Suez as an issue between the 
“colonial powers” and “the powers 
which are primarily and uniquely con¬ 
cerned with the problem of getting their 
independence as rapidly as possible.” 
Walter Lippmann was prompt to point 
out that Egypt i.ould hardly be con¬ 
sidered a colony, especially as it sought 
to expand its national power. A British 
journal observed: “The American de¬ 
sire to keep the goodwill of the Arab 
stales is good sense . . . but it will 
defeat itself in the end if, in pursuing 
It, the Americans think in anti-colonial 
conventions which are current. . . . 
In that way they will merely seek to 
please everybody, committing their 
strength to the support of local weak 
men, and overlooking that the conflicts 
which trouble the region, being real 
conflicts, require solutions of substance 
which arc bound to give olTensc to 
some.” ® Finally, conflicts of interest— 
as in the past between Britain and India 
or the Dutch and the Indonesians— 
may be swept along by powerful his¬ 
torical movements until one side 
emerges supreme. Here it may be nec¬ 
essary for American policy-makers to 
choose sides, and in this way inevitably 
give offense. These facts need not pre¬ 
clude prudence and restraint, but the 

* The Economist (London), December 8, 
t'»56. p. 853. 


end of the colonial era has changed the 
form, if not the substance, of choices 
Western leaders must make. 

The moral problem. A final obstacle 
has roots in the moral problem. The 
question of right and wrong is con¬ 
tinuously raised in international rela¬ 
tions, as in all the other social orders. 
Nations as individuals cither seek to do, 
or claim to have done, what is right. 
The nature of Western values as em¬ 
bodied in American culture assures 
that, far from being an exception, 
America persistently aspires to justice 
and to the goal of international order. 
We are pained when some aspect of 
national conduct cannot bo justified in 
broader international terms, yet we can 
take comfort from the fact that histori¬ 
cally this has been among the most 
baffling philosophical problems. The 
question is whether an action shall be 
called good if it serves the group of 
primary loyalty or whether it must 
serve a more inclusive purpose. Politi¬ 
cal morality as distinct from pure law 
or justice answers this question in terms 
that give it a unique flavor. It looks for 
the point of concurrence between the 
particular and the general value or in¬ 
terest, rather than calling for the sacri¬ 
fice of the part to the whole. Politics 
can count on a residual egotism or self- 
interest which represents the creative 
potential of individuals and groups. The 
nascent international community must 
guard against extreme forms of paro¬ 
chial loyalty that claim too much and 
reserve to them.selves the right to sup¬ 
press and overwhelm weaker neighbors. 
Short of this, however, the larger com¬ 
munity is able to harness, beguile, and 
deflect the more limited national pur- 
po.scs even though it cannot easily 
transcend them. In Reinhold Niebuhr’s 
words: “The individual or the group 
may feel called upon to sacrifiee an 
immediate value for the sake of the 
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more ultimate or general interest. But 
the community cannot demand this 
sacrifice as its right.” Nor, one might 
add, can another sovereign state. 

The American credo of political 
morality, especially in recent years, has 
been more pretentious and less modest 
than this. It has often called upon 
others to sacrifice local advantage to 
some nobler and higher cause. .Some 
of the statements we have had from 
French, Israeli, Egyptian, and Briti.sh 
leaders on the Suez crisis have thrown 
a dash of political realism on the 
standards that the United States sought 
to impose. Justice and international 
order are properly considered the broad 
framework of political morality, but 
their relative emphasis in any decision 
and the particular content they should 
receive can never be determined in 
advance. The values of community and 
order are frequently in tension with the 
principles of justice, which arc liberty 
and equality. In the fall of 1956, the 
international order suffered a threat to 
the peace. At the same time three of 
the nations invoked the principle of 
justice, which in equality calls for giv¬ 
ing each man his due, including his 
right to survival. If the national com¬ 
munity cannot assure a tolerable meas¬ 
ure of justice, even though as a despo¬ 
tism it maintains order, in the long run 
its authority tends to erode. Similarly, 
if the international order lacks the 
power and prestige to safeguard all its 
members, they will be tempted to seek 
justice in other ways. There is an in¬ 
definiteness in political morality result¬ 
ing because “various and frequently 
contradictory values arc involved in po¬ 
litical decisions and the preference 
which is given one value and end over 
another, must be determined by histori¬ 
cal contingencies rather than fixed 
principles. There are fixed principles 
and norms in the political realm, but 


there is no fixed principle for relating 
the norms to each other. It is possible 
to define as ‘bad’ only those situations 
in which one or more norms are com¬ 
pletely wanting. . . 

America's policy-makers look for 
shortcuts to the moral problem. They 
talk a great deal more about promoting 
the impact of morality than about de¬ 
termining its content. They seize on 
the most readily available expressions 
congenial to their tastes and interests, 
like “majority rule” and “the w'ill of 
the United Nations.” The workings of 
political machinery arc inve.sted with 
all the trappings of a religious exercise, 
and political pronouncements are 
equated with the glorification of God. 
Repelled by all the talk of “missions” 
and “crusades,” one of our most sensi¬ 
tive critics has said: “I would rather 
he moral than claim to be it; and to 
the extent we succeed in lending moral 
destruction to the conduct of our af¬ 
fairs, I would rather let others discover 
it for themselves.” The deep pathos of 
the moral problem calls more for Chris¬ 
tian humility than for a moralistic self- 
righteousness, which can win few 
friends abroad and serves only to lower 
the currency of moral principles. 

CONCLUSION 

When it comes to studying foreign pol¬ 
icy in its various manifestations, and 
most particularly international conflict 
including war, the social scientist is in 
a difficult position. He is asked to 
explain and predict attitudes whose 
complexity makes a mockery of the 
few “scientific” tools we have. The 
layman prcs.ses us to predict American 
or Chinese foreign policy; to unwrap 
the famous riddle of the Soviet foreign 

Rcinhold Niebuhr, unpublished manu¬ 
script on “Theory of International Politics,” 

p. 11. 
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policy; or to explain the nature and 
conditions of conflict in our contempo¬ 
rary world. 

i he more stubborn and complex (he 
material, the greater the temptation lo 
move into the realm of abstraction. I he 
canons of science call for simplicity and 
economy in the formulation of hypoth¬ 
eses that are to be tested. It is onlv 
when simple hypotheses are tested ilrat 
the scientist moves into the more emn- 
plex, slowly relating and checking his 
findings with the outside world. We, 
in contrast, find that we cannot test. 
As a result, many of us today find it 
easier not to relate our speculations to 
the outside world at all, and to create 
“propositions," “conceptual schemes, ' 
and “models" that hiue logical coher¬ 
ence, but fail to pass the test of empiri¬ 
cal relevance. There is much futility in 
this. 

The way out, in our opinion, is to 
assume from the start that the range (»l 
indetcrminancy in our social and po¬ 
litical world is great. 1 his is even more 
applicable to the behavior of states 
that goes under the name of foreign 
policy. To attempt generalizations and 
construction of models that will give 
us a rigorous scientific understanding 
and prediction of foreign policy is a 
hopeless task. 
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more important to devise and 
than actual or historical conflict situa¬ 
tions from which all degree ol simula¬ 
tion is eliminated by the stark and brutal 
necessity of real choice and decisions.) 
Secondly, we believe that case studies 
of the individual foreign policy-making 
process, including conflict of various 
states in terms of the descriptive cate¬ 
gories suggested, would give us con¬ 
siderable food for thought and might 
lead us to more fruitful hypotheses. 

One of our aims should be to find 
regularities in the behavior of nations 
and to develop general propositions by 
setting forth carefully the conditioning 
factors that account for types of be¬ 
havior. Thus we may hope to reduce 
the range and degree of indeterminacy. 
But ours is also a world wh.Tc e.xercise 
of will and choice calls for more than 
a scientific knowledge of man and na¬ 
tions. 

[The analytical approach to foreign 
policy, as distinct from the ideological 
approach, is no miracle-working device 
for understanding the complex prob¬ 
lems of international affairs. It gives 
no clue to the specific decisions that 
must be reached daily in the cold war. 
It is not a cookbook with recipes for 
action to fit every contingency. It does, 
however, provide a way of thinking 


As we move more into the realm of 
abstraction in the name of “science," 
we become more likely to evade—and 
perhaps evasion is the basic reason for 
the “scientific" trend involving a high 
degree of abstraction and conceptuali¬ 
zation—our responsibilities in advanc- 


about the foreign policy of any country 
and ordering the factors that contribute 
to the conduct of foreign rclationsjlf 
prediction is still beyond the reach of 
scholars, analysis in the face of varying 
contingencies may be attainable. In 
some form or another, this method is 


ing an understanding of politics, useful in studying the acts of great and 
notably in international relations and small powers. With all the variation of 
conflict. We would, for instance, sug- individual scholars writing about unique 


gest a better understanding and study national policies, the present book 
of the existing laboratory conditions of serves to demonstrate the role and the 
conflict, i.e., history. (We cannot un- limits of the systematic analysis of 
derstand why simulated war games arc foreign policy. 
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The formation and execution of 
British foreign policy has often been 
regarded as a model for other coun¬ 
tries. particularly for the United States. 
Much of the world has been willing to 
admire the method, if not always the 
substance, of British policy, assuming 
that Britain’s policy-making process 
was calculated to serve 
interest, and that the wis¬ 
dom and shrewdness of 
diplomacy prevailed over 
political emotions and pa¬ 
rochial concerns. This 
diplomatic prestige w;is 
probably inevitable in 
light of so small an island 
kingdom’s existing as a 
world power for several 
centuries. The reputation of the process 
by which British foreign policy was 
made and executed was enhanced by its 
success. It may be more difficult to sus¬ 
tain this reputation during the con¬ 
temporary period of decline in Britain’s 
status among the great powers. Neither 
the adjustment to second place in a mil¬ 
itary alliance nor the accommodation 
to massive imperial withdrawal, even if 
graciously accomplished, can appear as 
impressive as the policies that pre¬ 
viously established Britain’s leadership 
and empire. No nation has ever sur¬ 
rendered so much in so short a time as 


Britain has since 1945, but the world 
is not awed in the way that it was by 
the original accumulation of territory 
and power. 

THE NATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Economic geography 

Except for Japan, whose 
days of glory were few, 
Britain is the only major 
power of modern times 
to be based on an island 
rather than a large con- 
tincntiil area. It is easy to 
forget how small the 
British island home is. 
The whole of the United 
Kingdom, including the six counties of 
Northern Ireland, plus England, Wales, 
and Scotland, comes to just over 94,- 
000 square miles—an area smaller than 
Oregon and only slightly larger than 
Minnesota. Over 50 million people now 
live in the United Kingdom, and about 
44 million of this total arc in England 
and Wales, which together have one 
of the highest population densities of 
any white community of comparable 
size. Ten million persons live in Lon¬ 
don and its immediate environs, and 
almost every Englishman is within a 
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day’s rail journey of London.’ This 
densely |X)pulated island is separated 
from the northwest coast of Europe by 
only 21 miles of open water, but even 
this distance has been sufficient for 
British life to develop its own distinc¬ 
tive pattern. Although isolation from 
European power struggles (in the 
nineteenth-century American manner) 
has never been feasible, the British 
have avoided identification as a purely 
European power. 

Britain's island location and the ab¬ 
sence of a nearby frontier, either in 
Britain or on the continent, made it 
natural for Englishmen to seek their 
fortunes in faraway places. This meant 
sea trade as well as colonial settle¬ 
ment, and both ventures were highly 
developed before the industrial revolu¬ 
tion. Thus almost from the start British 
factories supplied an established over¬ 
seas trade in addition to a domestic 
market. By the mid-nineteenth century, 
the large-scale exchange of domestic 
manufactures for overseas raw ma¬ 
terials and foodstuffs became the 
cardinal feature of the British economy. 
Abundant coal, only recently expensive 
to mine, provided an important base for 
the early British industrial supremacy. 
Not until 1870 did this supremacy be¬ 
gin to fade in relation to the more rapid 
industrial growth of Germany and the 
United States.- 

Ninetccnth-century industrialization 
made the British almost entirely an 
urban people, and reduced agriculture 
to a decidedly secondary status. Now 
less than 5 per cent of the nation’s 
gainfully employed workers are en¬ 
gaged in agriculture—a lower propor¬ 
tion than that of any other country in 

1 Demographic and economic data are 
published by the Central Statistical Office, 
Annual Abstract of Statistics (London: 
H.M. Stationery Office). 

- W. Stanford Reid, Economic History of 
Great Britain (New York; Ronald Press, 
1954), pp. 337, 377. 


the world.'* Despite recent successful 
elforts to increase agricultural produc¬ 
tion, the British must remain pre¬ 
dominantly a mtmufacluring people and 
also a people largely dependent on out¬ 
side sources of food and raw materials. 
Well over half of the nation’s food is 
now imported, and in order to pay for 
the food Britain must expt)rt a very 
high percentage of its manufactured 
products. British per capita real in¬ 
come docs stand relatively high in the 
world, comparing favorably with that 
of continental Europe, but this standard 
rests heavily and uneasily on the vici.s- 
situdes of international economic rela¬ 
tions. 

Social sfructure 

Class differentiation, on various bases, 
is treated more openly as a fact of life 
in Britain than in the United States, 
and this may lead to an exaggeration 
of the relative importance of class in 
British politics. It is true, however, that 
working-class consciousness has, at 
least until very recently, been definite 
and substantial. Despite the occupa¬ 
tional rise of many Englishmen in each 
generation,^ resembling American mo¬ 
bility patterns, the working class long 
retained a distinctive status resting on 
the assumption that most children of 
workers would themselves become 
workers. Except when this sense of 
status lead to a deferential attitude 
toward a traditional ruling class, it was 
associated with the solidarity of manual 
laborers, both in industrial unions and 
in political movements. Class con¬ 
sciousness of this kind may have been 
stronger in Britain than in the United 

P. Sargent Florence, The Logic of British 
and American Industry (London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1953), p. 5. 

•• D. V. Glass, ed.. Social Mobility in 
Britain (London: Routledge and Kegan 
Paul, 1954), p. 20. 
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States because of the residues of a 
feudal past and because of the uneven 
distribution of more limited benefits of 
early industrialization. Bui after the 
prosperous 1950’s, there arc signs of a 
less distinctive working class as the 
result of its exposure to material ad¬ 
vantages previously reserved for the 
middle class. The egalitarian policies of 
government during and after World 
War II also played a part in blurring 
the strictly economic distinctions be¬ 
tween workers and others." Status has 
come to be identified more clearly with 
occupation than with income, and also 
with intangibles like style of life or 
manner of speech.'* 

An important role in the preserva¬ 
tion of social class distinctions is playexl 
by the British educational system. This 
is obviously true of the famous “pub¬ 
lic schools,” which are really private 
boarding or day institutions attracting 
at the secondary level almost all chil¬ 
dren who.se parents can alTord the fees. 
These fee-paying schools remain the 
most prestigious, and the best of them 
provide an education of extremely high 
quality. Government grammar schools 
also provide secondary education of 
quality, but only for a minority who 
display sufficient academic promise in 
examinations given at about age 11. 
The remaining students of secondary 
age go to other less academic govern¬ 
ment schools, most of them created 
since World War II. Comprehensive 
schools designed, like American high 
schools, to give courses under one roof 
for students of different abilities are 
still exceptional. The basic pattern, in 
publicly-supported secondary educa¬ 
tion, is to separate students sharply on 
the basis of ability. The best students 
arc given the kind of education that fits 

^ Dudley Seers, 77/e Ln'cUin^ of Incomes 
Since I9.i8 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, n.d.). 

"T. H. Pear, English Social Differences 
(London: Allen and Unwin, 1955). 


them, along with the products of the 
private fee-paying schools, to compete 
for the very limited number of places 
available in British universities, and to 
compete also for the scholarships that 
subsidize a large percentage of univer¬ 
sity students. It is clear that this system 
produces an able intellectual elite, 
selected largely on the basis of merit.^ 
Now that ability counts heavily, along 
with wealth and family background, the 
child of the working class is able to 
.secure both a grammar school and a 
university education. In doing so, how¬ 
ever, he enters for most purposes an 
elite of the middle and upper classes, 
distinguished in educational experience 
and attainment from the bulk of the 
population. The tradition of class status 
is thus maintained even though op¬ 
portunity to rise is modernized. It may 
be observed in the wide gulf between 
the newspapers of the elite, notably the 
Times and the Guanlicm, and those of 
the mass, still characterized by an ex¬ 
tremely low quality popular press. 

On the other hand, there are many 
ways in which the British population 
is markedly homogeneous. The popula¬ 
tion. despite a recent immigration from 
the West Indies, is still almost entirely 
white. It is also overwhelmingly of a 
“British stock,” formed by successive 
invasions of long ago. The Scots and 
the Welsh preserve some distinctions, 
but their national backgnmnd is as¬ 
suredly British. Irish immigrants must 
be noted separately, but they, along 
with smaller numbers of cortincntal 
refugees, arc decidedly exceptional 
minorities. The great bulk of Britain’s 
inhabitants, unlike Americans, have no 
national background save their present 
one. The British also have a considera¬ 
ble religious homogeneity. The nation 
is largely Protestant, with fewer than 

^ Michuel Young, The Rise of the 
Meritocracy (London; Thames and Hudson, 
1958). 
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four million Roman Catholics and a 
half-million Jews. 

Political experience 

Not only are the British old as a people, 
but they are also old as a nation. The 
unity of England and Wales goes back 
to the Middle Ages, and even the union 


dividual liberty of expression has been 
characteristic of modern British history. 
To some degree this reflects the 
heritage of Protestant religious differ¬ 
ences^ which, since the seventeenth 
century, have been tolerated tor the 
sake of internal peace. Whatever I lie 
source, there is no doubt about the vi¬ 
tality of the tradition in political as 
in religious matters. Sometimes it has 
meant toleration of cecentries and even 


with Scotland dates from the beginning 
of the eighteenth century. The island 
was small enough to be dominated of those regarded as subversive else- 
carly by a single political authority, where in the democratic woild. 


representing the numerically superior 
English population. National political 
institutions arc of such long standing 
that loyalty to them can be taken for 
granted in a way that would be difficult 
for a people of a wore recently created 
nation. Furthermore the supremacy of 
Parliament, in relation to the monarch, 
has been constitutionally established 
since 1688. Traditionally, the parlia¬ 
mentary regime was liberal and aristo¬ 
cratic: it was liberal in the sense of 
standing for the liberty of individuals 
and of property, and it was aristocratic 
in that relatively few were eligible to 
choose parliamentary representatives. 
Like British society in general, the 
political system was non-egalitarian 
until late in the nineteenth century, 
when the vote was extended to the mass 
of the population. That the political 
institutions, managed over centuries by 
a special ruling class, should thus have 
been democratized without revolution 
distinguishes British history from so 
much of the European continent’s. But 
that history is also distinguished from 
America’s by the fact that Britain had 
a long predcmocratic political experi¬ 
ence, and adapted universal suffrage 
to an old institutional pattern. 

The liberalism of the British tradi¬ 
tion has been associated particularly 
with the toleration of dissenting and 
unpopular opinions. Although there 
have been exceptions, respect for in- 


Persistent external concerns 

Historically. Britain has had two major 
international concerns. The first has 
been to maintain ocean access to the 
Empire, the .second to prevent any one 
power from dominating the continent of 
Europe. Both concerns have been vital 
to the national interest. Without over¬ 
seas connections, Britain would be cut 
off not only from imperial possessions 
or Commonwealth partners, but also 
from the world trade sustaining British 
life. Even more directly would Britain 
be adversely affected if any single na¬ 
tion controlled Europe and so threat¬ 
ened to dominate Britain as well. 

In the days when the British Empire 
was at its zenith, and when most of 
the now equal partners in the Com¬ 
monwealth were imperial colonics, the 
simplest way to maintain overseas ac¬ 
cess was for Britain itself to eommand 
the seas. This is just what Britain did 
on its own until about the time of 
World War I. As long as “Britannia 
ruled the waves,” the nation’s trade 
routes were secure and so were military 
communications with the Empire. The 
growth of American naval power ended 
exclusive British control of the seas, 
but the advantages of that control re¬ 
mained because the United States be¬ 
came an ally and not an enemy. The 
first direct threat came from a German 



BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY 


33 


navy, and especially from German sub¬ 
marines in both world wars. For the 
first time in modern history an enemy 
was equipped with a force that could 
just possibly eiit the British lifeline to 
the outside world. The airplane and 
the rocket bomb threatened the island 
even more dramatically during World 
War M. Ruling the w'aves, even if still 
within the power of Britai' joined by 
the United States, was no lo er enough 
to provide security i('r the .>1 nd and 
its people. 

rhe classic British concern with the 
l airopean btilance of power has some¬ 
times been explained as a corollary of 
the nation's general posilie)n in the 
world. In his famous Foreign Office 
memoraneliim of ld()7. Fyre Crowe as¬ 
sumed that Britain’s capacity to com¬ 
mand the seas, which he regarded as 
essential, would inspire fear and jeal¬ 
ousy among other countries. I'o avert 
an anti-British combination based on 
such fetir and jealousy. Crowe thought 
that Britain needed to make special 
efforts to develop a policy that har¬ 
monized with the interests of other 
nations. First among these interests, 
Crowe said, was independence, and 
therefore Britain had rightly cham¬ 
pioned (and should continue to cham¬ 
pion) the independence of nations 
agjiinst any single powerful and am¬ 
bitious state. In practice, this policy 
meant ;i grouping of forces against first 
one strong F.uropean power and then 
another, “but ever on the side opposed 
to the political dictatorship of the 
strongest single State or group at a 
given time." ^'^So explained. Britain’s 

^ Memorandum by Mr. Eyre Crowe in 
British Documents on the Origins of the 
IVar ISV8- l<JI4. Vol. Ill, cd. by G. P. 
Gooch and Harold Temperley (London: 
H.M. Stationery OITicc, 1928), p. 403. On 
the balance of power, sec al.so Harold 
Nicolson, Diplomacy (London: Oxford Uni¬ 
versity Press, 1950), p. 135. 


policy in Europe is a striking instance 
of high-mindedness coinciding with na¬ 
tional self-interest, v/ 

THE POLICY-MAKING PROCESS 

In discussing the conduct of British 
foreign affairs, observers .sometimes 
hold that there has been a sharp change 
from control by a nineteenth-century 
executive elite to control by a twentieth- 
century legislative democracy.'* This 
seems to overstate what has happened. 
Now as before the initiative remains in 
the hands of the executive branch. It 
may be granted that the contemporary 
executive, in exercising initiative, re¬ 
sponds to a broader public than did 
nineteenth-century statesmen, whose 
concern was limited to an upper- and 
middle-class electorate. But the con¬ 
cern to secure support foi a given 
foreign policy was no less real for a 
popular and successful nineteenth- 
century Foreign Secretary like Lord 
Palmerston, just because his public was 
smaller, than it is in present-day demo¬ 
cratic Britain.Moreover, the in¬ 
formed public, regularly concerned 
with foreign affairs, is by no means 
overwhelmingly large in our own time. 

Governmental agencies 

The exeruiive authority. The basic con¬ 
stitutional principle is that the Crown 
is responsible for British policy. In 
modern times this means that responsi¬ 
bility is exercised by ministers of the 
Crown—the Government. Although 

® The belief that such a change has taken 
place is accepted, admiringly, by many 
left-wing writers, but it is also accepted 
as a fact, though an unfortunate one. by a 
conservative critic like Walter Lippmann, 
The Public Philosophy (Boston: Little, 
Brown & Co., 1955), p. 24. 

Sir Charles Webster, The Foreign 
Policy of Palmerston, Vol. I (London: 
G. Bell and Sons, 1951), pp. 44-51. 
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ministers hold office only by having 
the confidence of a majority in the 
House of Commons, the conduct of 
foreign policy is firmly in their hands 
and rarely subject to concessions neces¬ 
sary to retain that parliamentary con¬ 
fidence. Policy is not conceived as the 
product of legislative deliberation, but 
only as matter for debate after it has 
been submitted by the government. 
Practically speaking, the government 
usually consists of a Cabinet of fifteen 
to twenty ministers, chosen by the 
Prime Minister from among his party’s 
most important political leaders. The 
members of the Cabinet share executive 
responsibility in a way that an Ameri¬ 
can administration does not. The 
Prime Minister is not so dominant as 
is a President in relation to his Cabinet. 

Nevertheless, the Prime Minister 
himself assumes a special responsibility 
in all major foreign policy matters even 
though ordinarily—and always since 
1924—the foreign secretaryship is en¬ 
trusted to another member of the 
Cabinet. The Foreign Secretary is much 
more than the Prime Minister’s agent, 
but he is not free to make policies 
without the approval of his chief, and, 
more generally, of the Cabinet. Con¬ 
trary to general impressions, the foreign 
secretaryship has not always, especially 
in recent years, gone to a man greatly 
experienced in international affairs. Sir 
Anthony Eden did have such an orien¬ 
tation even before he first became 
Foreign Secretary, but Labour’s two 
postwar appointees, Ernest Bevin and 
Herbert Morrison, had both been con¬ 
cerned almost exclusively with domestic 
matters before assuming the Foreign 
Secretary’s duties. Considerations other 
than experience in foreign affairs evi¬ 
dently guide the selection. It may be 
just as important to find a man—like 
the trade unionist Ernest Bevin—^who 
is fully equipped to lead party mem¬ 
bers, or a man in whom the Prime 
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Minister can have great personal con¬ 
fidence. The latter is illustrated by the 
combination ol Prime Ministei (, huich¬ 
ill and Foreign Secretary Eden, by 
Eden and Sclwyn Lloyd in 1956, and 
by Macmillan and Lord Home in 1960. 

The Prime Minister and the Foreign 
Secretary arc not the only members of 
the political executive (that is, of the 
government) who deal with foreign 
affairs. Since World War 11, with the 
Foreign Secretary in the Commons, 
there have been four additional minis¬ 
terial, non-cabinet appointees in the 
Foreign Office: tw'o ministers of state 
and two joint under-secretaries of state, 
distributed between the two houses of 
Parliament. This arrangement was 
modified in 1960 when Lord Home 
became the first foreign secretary since 
1940 to be in the House of Lords; 
it w'as then found suitable to have a 
foreign affairs spokesman in the Com¬ 
mons who would carry the authority of 
a cabinet member, and accordingly an 
important M.P., Edward Heath, was 
made Privy Seal for this purpose and 
one of the ministers of state was 
dropped. Beyond these Foreign Office 
appointees, there are other ministers 
whose work relates closely to foreign 
affairs. This is especially true of the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the 
Minister of Defense, and of the secre¬ 
taries for Commonwealth Relations and 
for Colonial Affairs. What must be said 
of all ministers dealing with foreign af¬ 
fairs, whether or not they arc directly 
assigned to that sphere, is that they are 
primarily politicians and only sec¬ 
ondarily specialists in the subject-matter 
of their ministries. The Foreign Secre¬ 
tary, like any minister, exercises execu¬ 
tive authority as a member of his 
government, and the government rep¬ 
resents the political leadership of the 
nation. 

The foreign service. Deliberately and 
carefully differentiated from the politi- 
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cal level in the conduct of foreign af¬ 
fairs is the career service. As a 
distinguished retired career ollicer ex¬ 
plained, “ I he Foreign Service is an 
instrument of Government; it does not 
formulate policy.” However, it is 
granted that the Foreign Service, by 
presenting all the material facts, “ad- 
vi.scs the Secretary of State on what his 
policy should be.” Obviously the giv¬ 
ing of advice in this manner contains 
an element of influence. £v, n though 
the power to make policy remains in 
the hands of the political authority, 
and that authority has been known to 
act against the advice of career oflicials, 
the dc.scriplion of the I'oreign Service’s 
role as limited to carrying out policy 
must be ciualified in view of the in¬ 
evitable indefmiteness of any line be¬ 
tween formulatior and execution. 

A sense of profession is highly de¬ 
veloped and of long standing in the 
Foreign Service. Admission to the 
Foreign Ollice itself as well as to the 
diplomatie service has been firmly based 
on open competitive examinations since 
the 1870’s, when a similar procedure 
was adopted in the British civil service 
generally. Recruitment, then as now, 
was separate from recruilment of mem¬ 
bers of the home service, and the de¬ 
velopment of special standards of 
competition gave the Foreign Service 
a prestige of its own. Until after World 
War I there was even a separation be¬ 
tween diplomatic personnel and For¬ 
eign Olllcc (or headquaters) personnel. 
Not only has this separation disap¬ 
peared, but since the large-scale re¬ 
organization of 1943 the Foreign 
Service now includes the formerly 
distinct Consular and Commercial- 
Diplomatic Services plus some auxiliary 
serviees. The whole of this enlarged 
Foreign Service, however, remains dis- 

Frank T. A.shton-Gwatkin, The British 
Foreign Service (Syracuse: Syracuse Univer¬ 
sity Press, 1950), p. 49. 


tinet from the bulk of civil service 
employees. 

The traditionally prestigious ele¬ 
ments of the Foreign Service have been 
the diplomats and the top-level per¬ 
sonnel of the Foreign Office. It is they 
who occupy the positions for which 
independent means and social status 
were once requisites, and for which the 
intellectual and personal standards have 
been so high as to favor those w'ith the 
very best educational backgrounds. 
Ordinarily this meant high-ranking 
graduates of Oxford and Cambridge, 
but recently the class bias which this 
implies has been mitigated by the 
greatly enlarged state scholarship pro¬ 
gram at British universities. Intellec¬ 
tually the method of selection has 
remained as rigorous as ever, and possi¬ 
bly become more elabitrate through the 
postwar use of an interview conducted 
during a candidate’s 48 hours of resi¬ 
dence in a town or country house. 

Real career opportunities have been 
aflorded by the Foreign Service be¬ 
cause the very top positions, with rare 
exceptions, have been reserved for 
members of the Service. With respect 
to diplomatie assignments, British prac¬ 
tice has dilTcred notably from the once- 
prevalent and still practiced American 
custom of giving the best foreign posts 
to politicians and businessmen as re¬ 
wards for their ettntributions to success¬ 
ful presidential campaigns. It is equally 
important to appreciate that the British 
promotional ladder also includes the 
extremely important positions involving 
administrative direction of the Foreign 
Office, particularly the post of Per¬ 
manent Under-Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs. The word “Permanent” in this 
context distinguishes the civil service 
position from those secretaries and 

Ibid., pp. 85-88. ,Mso on recruitment 
.see Lord Strang, The Foreign Office (New 
York: Oxford University Pre.ss, 1955), 
chaps. 4-5. 
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under-sccretarics who are political ap¬ 
pointees of the Government of the day. 
Among career olhcers, the Permanent 
Under-Secretary is the main official 
adviser to the Foreign Secretary, and 
he is also the administrative head of 
the Foreign Service. His advice on 
policy matters may be ignored or over¬ 
ridden, as it was by the Chamberlain 
Government of the J930's, but this is 
hardly regarded as normal or desirable 
in the British .system. 

Members of the Foreign Service have 
vigorously defended their position as 
the British specialists in international 
matters. For example, there have been 
strong protests against the Treasury’s 
effort during the interwar years to main¬ 
tain the same control over Foreign 
Office personnel procedure as was 
exercised by the Treasury over the 
domestic civil service. Such control 
by outsiders, it has been argued, was 
so serious as to contribute to the in¬ 
effectiveness of British foreign policy 
during the 1930’s.^® Since World War 
II, the independence of the Foreign 
Office has been .secure, at least in the 
sense that the authority of the Secre¬ 
tary of the Treasury, as Head of the 
Civil Service, docs not extend to For¬ 
eign Service personnel. No doubt much 
can be said for the spirit with which 
the Service guards its standards, but 
this very spirit has caused outsiders to 
suspect that the Foreign Service might 
have too much confidence in its own 
members. In particular, it has been 
suggested that the Service was slow 
in recognizing serious faults in the 
records of two subsequently notorious 
members, Maclean and Burgess, who 
defected to the Communists.’'' 

13 Ashton-Gwatkin, pp. 26-27. 

Ernest Davies, “The Foreign and Com¬ 
monwealth Services,” The Civil Service in 
Britain and France, ed. by William A. 
Robson (New York; Macmillan, 1956), p. 
67. 
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One last point about the Foreign 
Service deserves notice. Its members 
even the Permanent Under-Secretary, 
do not assume public responsibility for 
governmental policy even if their ad¬ 
vice has helped to formulate it. I’he 
responsibility is the minister's and the 
government’s. So well established is this 
principle, in custom as in law, that 
career officials remain entirely outside 
the arena of political debate over 
policy. Any attack on the government’s 
policy is directed to political ministers, 
not to Foreign Service officers. Mis¬ 
takes, if there are any, have to be 
accepted by politicians. 

Parliament. To say that the British 
legislative authority docs not make 
foreign policy is not to say that in this 
area it has no influence at all. As the 
most significant focal point for British 
debate and controversy. Parliament 
exerts a great influence, but the whole 
context of the British political system 
limits Parliament to an indirect role. 
The principle that the Cabinet holds 
office only as long as its policies are 
supported by the votes of a majority in 
the Commons must be understood in 
light of the fact that the Commons does 
not exercise its power to reject govern¬ 
ment policy. Plainly the Commons con¬ 
tains a majority of a given party which 
regularly supports the government and 
its policy. Although not all members 
of a parliamentary party always like all 
of their leaders’ policies, only rarely 
docs any one of them vote against the 
leadership on a parliamentary question 
involving confidence in the government. 
If individual members of the majority 
do directly influence their government’s 
policies, it is through intraparty dis¬ 
cussion and pressure. Regular oc¬ 
casions arc provided for internal party 
communication between backbench 
members and their party leaders in 
the government. The parliamentary 
party meets as a whole from time to 
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time, and also in the form of subject- 
matter committees Thus there is, 
within each parliamentary party, a for¬ 
eign affairs committee for particularly 
interested M.P.’s. In the case of the 
majority party’s committee, the ap¬ 
propriate ministers do meet with its 
members on request. Whatever the 
arguments here between backbencher 
and minister, the policy that emerges, 
whether or not it is influenced by the 
arguntents, will regularly be supported 
in parliamentary voting by a cohesive 
and disciplined party.'"’ The minority 
party, or parties, provides the opposi¬ 
tion vote in the Commons, but by 
definition it always loses. 

Since the Parliament is not an in¬ 
dependent center of authority, there is 
nothing comparable to the loci of power 
represented by Atacrican congressional 
committees and their chairmen. Indi¬ 
vidual M.P.’s do not share in policy¬ 
making in foreign affairs, or orclinarly 
in any other area, unless they are also 
members of the Government, and par¬ 
ticularly of the Cabinet, which is the 
significant committee of the House of 
Commons. Nor with respect to the 
administrative conduct of policy can 
M.P.’s outside the responsible execu¬ 
tive authority exert the direct influence 
that is within the capacity of American 
legislators."* 

Freed from independent decision¬ 
making, Parliament exists to debate the 
policies of the government. It does so 
vigorously and significantly. 'I’he popu¬ 
larly elected Commons is the main 
forum, but occasionally there are im¬ 
portant foreign affairs debates in the 
House of Lords as well. Always, how¬ 
ever, it is in the Commons that the 

i'>This subject is treated at .some length 
in the author's “Cohesion of Briti.sh Parlia¬ 
mentary Parlies,” Amerwan Political Science 
Review, Vol. L, pp. 360-77 (June 19.S6). 

Max BelofT, Foreiftn Policy uinl the 
Democratic Proce.\s (Baltimore; Johns Hop¬ 
kins Press, 1955), pp. 25-26. 


government is expected to make the 
principal defense of its policies against 
the Opposition. Although each parlia¬ 
mentary party contains a variety of in¬ 
dividual views, which find expression 
in debate if not in voting, major atten¬ 
tion is ordinarily focused on the give- 
and-take between party leaders. On an 
important occasion the government's 
policy will be presented and defended 
by the Foreign Secretary (if an M.P. 
and not a Lord), one or two of his 
political aides, and the Prime Minister; 
the Opposition w'ill then be represented 
by appropriate members of its “shadow 
cabinet"—that is. particularly by its 
prospective foreign secretary and its 
prospective prime minister (the Op¬ 
position leader). "Ihus a Commons 
debate is mainly bctw'cen those re¬ 
sponsible for policy and those who 
would like to be and might well become 
responsible. It is a discussion between 
a government and its alternative.'^ 

The question may be raised about 
how much a debate really matters. 
Although a bad governmental showing 
docs not modify majority approval in 
the immediate circumstances, it can 
weaken the position of the cabinet lead¬ 
ers within their own party and so 
possibly lead to future changes in per¬ 
sonnel or policy. And it can strengthen 
the Opposition before the country, thus 
influencing future elections. Similarly, 
a weak Opposition case can damage 
the leadership of the minority ptirty. 
There is not much doubt that British 
politicians place great store by per¬ 
formance in debate, and no minister is 
likely to survive if his own supporters 
find him a poor spokesman for the 
government and the party. 

Foreign policy debates in the Com- 

The most dramatic example was the 
prolonged debate between the Labour op¬ 
position and the Conservative government 
over Britain's Suez intervention. 558-560 
H.C. Deb. pas.sim (30 Ocl.-8 Nov. 1956). 
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mons occur, in one form or another, 
with considerable frequency. Usually 
they are scheduled in order to discuss 
a currently controversial policy or 
subject, and accordingly the interval 
between debates varies with the num¬ 
ber of international crises. However, 
there is at least one foreign affairs 
debate every three or four weeks. The 
politically conscious members of the 
community may follow the proceedings 
in the full reports of the nation’s quality 
newspapers, and also in the columns of 
critical comment carried by the serious 
intellectual weeklies. Although little 
parliamentary news is carried in the 
popular dailies for the benefit of the 
mass of the population, the serious 
press does very well in keeping the 
sizable educated minority informed as 
to the course of parliamentary discus¬ 
sion. 

In addition to full-fledged debates 
on foreign affairs, the government is 
subject to attack during the regularly 
scheduled Commons question period— 
the first hour of each of the first four 
meeting days of the week. During this 
period questions arc addressed to 
ministers concerning their various pol¬ 
icies. Foreign affairs receives its share 
of questions, both from Opposition 
members and from the majority party’s 
own followers. Sometimes the questions 
arc directed to the Prime Minister in¬ 
stead of the Foreign Secretary or his 
political aides. More often than is possi¬ 
ble for other subjects, foreign affairs 
questions can be turned away on the 
ground that to answer would violate 
national security. However, there arc 
many questions, sometimes difficult 
and embarrassing, that government 
spokesmen do attempt to handle. Politi¬ 
cally it is unwise for ministers to dodge 
too many questions. The question 
period as well as the general debate 
serves to exemplify the usefulness of 
Parliament’s role with respect to policy¬ 


making! to question and criticize, but 
not to defeat the government. 

Apart from strictly party criticism, 
designed to enibariass the Government 
for the Opposition's benefit, there arc 
some parliamentary remarks that, al¬ 
though not unrelated to party con¬ 
siderations. reflect an individual M.P.’s 
concern with a particular aspect of 
world affairs. The leading ca.se in point 
is the parliamentary performance of 
Winston Churchill in the 1930's. As a 
nonministerial member of the gov¬ 
erning Conservative party, Churchill 
used the Commons as the principal 
forum for his views on the dangers of 
British military weakness in relation to 
Hitler’s Germany. Much less famously, 
the left-wing Labour critics of Britain’s 
postwar anti-Soviet alliance with the 
United States tried to employ parlia¬ 
mentary speeches as a way of gaining 
attention and support for their protests 
against the policies first of their own 
Labour government and later of the 
Conservative government. A number of 
imperialist Conservative M.P.’s used 
their parliamentary opportunities in the 
late 1950’s to protest what they re¬ 
garded as the scuttling of the Empire— 
illustrated in their minds especially by 
British withdrawal from the Suez Canal 
Zone. 

Nongovernmental Agencies 

Political parties. Although there are 
wide areas of agreement on some 
critical occasions, as illustrated by war¬ 
time coalitions, it is normal and legiti¬ 
mate for the party out of power to 
attack cither the substance or the execu¬ 
tion of the foreign policy of the party 
in office. Outside of Parliament, both 
major parties (and the recently revived 
Liberal party as well) maintain large 
mass organizations with rather loosely 
defined relations to the respective 
parliamentary parties and their leaders. 
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These extraparliamentary organizations 
arc not simply cadres of office-holders 
and prospective office-holders.i*^ Nor arc 
they skeletonized structures to be filled 
out only during election campaigns. 
They contain large numbers of regular 
ducs-paying members. On this score, 
the Conservative structure is simpler 
than Labour’s. Conservative member¬ 
ship is entirely individual and direct. 
The member joins a Conservative con¬ 
stituency association, which is affiliated 
to the National Union of Conservative 
and Unionist Associations. Total mem¬ 
bership has risen to about three million 
in the postwar years. Labour’s more 
complicated structure allows both direct 
and indirect memberships. In addition to 
about one million who belong to con¬ 
stituency Labour associations, over five 
million are counted as members be¬ 
cause they belong to trade unions that 
are affiliated to the Labour party and 
pay dues to the party out of the union 
dues of their members. 

From the viewpoint of each party’s 
parliamentary leadership, the principal 
purpose of the mass membership is un¬ 
doubtedly to help win elections. Ad¬ 
vice, let alone direction, on policy ques¬ 
tions is hardly desired, but this docs not 
prevent the organized membership from 
offering and even urging such advice. 
Regular ducs-paying members have 
often become active in the first place 
in order to have a role affecting policy. 
There arc two levels at which rank-and- 
file members can try to influence deci¬ 
sions. The first is through the con¬ 
stituency organization, which in each 
case. Conservative or Labour, selects 
its parliamentary candidate, and would 
therefore appear to have the means to 
influence decisively the position of an 
M.P. How much and how often this 

^*The fullest account of the rclation.ship 
of mass to parliamentary parties is by R. T. 
McKenzie, British Political Parties (London: 
William Hcincmann, Ltd., 1955). 


channel of influence is used cannot 
readily be discovered. Certainly there 
arc very few instances of sitting M.P.’s 
being locally rejected for subsequent 
candidacy because of policy disagree¬ 
ments, and in such cases (as those oc¬ 
curring after the Suez crisis of 1956) 
the M.P.’s have been rejected because 
they violated national party positions. 
Indeed, the constituency associations 
seem to reinforce national party leader¬ 
ship by using their candidate-selection 
power to make it unlikely that any 
M.P.’s would move toward the parlia¬ 
mentary opposition. This is under¬ 
standable, since members of a con¬ 
stituency association are recruited on 
the basis of loyalty to the national 
party cause. They may tolerate M.P.’s 
who occasionally deviate toward a posi¬ 
tion more extreme than that of party 
leaders—^that is, a position farther re¬ 
moved from that of the other party— 
but they do not want M.P.’s whose 
deviation tends to help the opposition. 
This means, among other things, that 
a constituency association is unlikely 
to press an M.P. to adopt a policy at 
variance with that of the national party 
leaders. That an association would have 
such a policy is itself unlikely in the 
highly centralized system of British 
politics. 

The second level for rank-and-file 
influence is the national conference 
held annually by each major party. 
The conference seems designed for this 
purpose, and avowedly so in the Labour 
case. Delegates to each conference are 
chosen by the various units of the na¬ 
tional party, and they have the op¬ 
portunity to present, discuss, and vote 
on policy resolutions. On foreign af¬ 
fairs as on other matters the mass 
membership of each party has had 
distinctive views which it has sought, 
via conference resolutions, to persuade 
or pressure party leaders to adopt. The 
Conservative conference has done so 
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without claiming the power to fix the 
parliamentary leadership s policy, biU 
the Labour conference has often acted 
as though it and the executive commit¬ 
tee elected by the conference did have 
such power. The Labour party constitu¬ 
tion gives the external mass organiza¬ 
tion the power to decide general policy, 
presumably for the parliamentary 
Labour party. This is at odds with the 
usual British conception of policy-mak- 
ing by parliamentary rcprc.sentatives 
individually and collectively responsible 
to the electorate. It is also at odds with 
much of Labour’s own practice, espe¬ 
cially in the really significant circum¬ 
stances when the party formed the 
Government, 1945-1951. Then Labour 
government leaders succeeded in get¬ 
ting the party conference to support 
foreign policy positions already adopted 
by the Government. Parliamentary 
party leaders continued, during most 
of the subsequent decade after Labour 
went into opposition, to have the initia¬ 
tive and to be successful in persuading 
delegates to accept official policy, oc¬ 
casionally in compromised form. Only 
in 1960 did the Labour conference 
adopt foreign policy resolutions, ad¬ 
vocating unilateral nuclear disarma¬ 
ment, which were opposed by the 
parliamentary leadership. At least for 
the time being, however, the leader¬ 
ship refused to accept these resolutions 
as policy to be adopted by the parlia¬ 
mentary party. Thus the issue of 
whether the external party could force 
its policy on a reluctant parliamentary 
party was left unanswered. The leader¬ 
ship, instead of resigning or shifting its 
own position, could still try to change 
the conference’s resolution in another 
year. 

Regardless of their disputed role in 
determining policy, organized parties 
do serve, much more regularly than in 
the United States, as media for the 
expression of public opinion and thus 
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as agencies of popular pressure if not 
of popular control. Although the inter¬ 
national view of neither party has been 
monolithic, it is fair to say that the 
tendency of activist pressure. Labour 
or Conservative, has been ideologically 
more doctrinaire than that ol actual 
British policy as supported by moderate 
opinion. This is plainer and more 
significant in the Labour party, largely 
because of the already-noted role of the 
annual conference. Left-wing critics of 
ofheial policy were numerous and per¬ 
sistent whether defeated, as they were 
on a variety of resolutions in the 195()'s, 
or successful, as they were on unilateral 
nuclear disarmament in 1960. They 
represented a strong tendency among 
party activists; in fact, it is probable 
that their views represented a majority 
of such activists even in the 1950's 
when they failed as followers of 
Aneurin Bevan and of Bevanism to 
move the party to the left. Their failure 
then was the result of fairly solid sup¬ 
port (until 1960) for the official leader¬ 
ship by the major trade unions and 
their bloc vote. Sources of this per¬ 
sistent left-wing advocacy in foreign 
affairs have been both socialist and 
pacifist. Opposition to “power politics” 
and “imperialism” is traditional in 
party ideology. So is a commitment 
to a distinctively “socialist foreign 
policy.” In this perspective, zealots 
have opposed German rearmament, 
suspected the Anglo-American alliance 
itself, and rejected nuclear weapons.’'* 
Among Conservatives there has been 
a contrary ideological tendency in the 
foreign policy that derives from party 
tradition. Generally the tendency is 
right-wing, but it is more accurately 

For examples, see the 5Jn/ Annual 
Report of the Labour Conference (1954), 
pp. 69-89, the 54lh Annual Report of the 
Labour Conference (1955), pp. 137-51, and 
the 59th Annual Report of the Labour Con¬ 
ference (1960), 
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called imperial. “Kmpire” has been the 
emotive word for zealous Conserva¬ 
tives as “socialist” has been for Labour. 
Without so openly challenging estab¬ 
lished parly leadership as has the 
Labour Left, the Conservative im¬ 
perialists have used the annual confer¬ 
ence to urge various measures to 
preserve the Emi)ire—a term that Con¬ 
servatives often prefer to Common¬ 
wealth even when they mcin the latter. 
Speeches and resolutions ■ a’ e ordi¬ 
narily been general and exhortative, but 
occasionally the party has been asked 
to take a specific stand. A case in point 
is past opposition to the Cieneral Agree¬ 
ment on Trade and larilTs (GATT) 
on the ground that free trade would 
sacrifice the Imperial Preference sys¬ 
tem. Also, in one way or another, dele¬ 
gates to fairly recent Conservative 
conferences have demonstrated their 
uneasiness about how well the Empire 
was being protected, and a desire that 
the Conservative leadership adopt a 
tougher line against Britain’s enemies 
than has been typical of postwar gov¬ 
ernmental policy. Conservative or 
Labour.-" In particular, there has been 
a rank-and-file Conservative element, 
though not always a dominant one, that 
preferred the use of military force to 
the surrender of British interests, and 
so rallied readily to support the kind 
of action taken by Eden’s government 
in Suez in 1956. Of course, the whole 
imperialist movement is now finally 
receding along with the Empire itself. 
Suez may have been a last fling. What 
seems to remain important within the 
Conservative party is a lingering identi¬ 
fication with British settlers in cast and 
central Africa, and consequently a 
possible internal party pressure against 
the prevailing governmental policy of 

-" See the 74th Annual Report of the Con¬ 
servative Conference (19.S4), p. 51, and the 
75th Annual Report of the Conservative 
Conference (1955), pp. 27, 33. 


yielding power to native African 
majorities. 

Rank-and-filc pressures in con¬ 
stituencies and in party conferences are 
often closely related to differences of 
opinion within the parliamentary par¬ 
ties. It is really the M.P.’s composing 
these parties who arc the direct objects 
of whatever influence the external or¬ 
ganizations can bring to bear. Despite 
the advantages, already described, of 
the party’s leadership in maintain¬ 
ing parliamentary cohesion—especially 
when holding governmental office—the 
fact remains that the few hundred 
M.P.'s composing a majority party do 
have a final authority. Their backing 
for a policy has to be secured by a 
government. And when a party is out 
of power there is even room for some 
initiative by the parliamentary party 
membership. Labour formally gives 
control of its Opposition policy to the 
parliamentary party as a whole, and 
the Conservative party maintains an 
equivalent though less clear-cut means 
for backbench M.P.’s to express their 
opinions, which may also be the 
opinions of their constituency follow¬ 
ers. 

In discussing the role of parties it 
should be pointed out that, despite op¬ 
posing extremists within each party, 
the moderate Conservative and the 
moderate Labour leaders have occupied 
a good deal of common ground with 
respect to Britain’s postwar foreign 
policy. Rearmament and the American 
alliance, to take two leading examples, 
have not been at issue between the two 
parties. It has been unusual for there 
to be so significant an interparty divi¬ 
sion as was reflected by Labour’s 
virtually united opposition to the Con¬ 
servative government’s Egyptian cam¬ 
paign of 1956. Generally the Liberals, 
the chief minor party, have also shared 
the common foreign policy of the 
Conservative and Labour moderates. 
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Liberal strength in parliament, how¬ 
ever, has been so limited during the last 
few decades that the party, despite 
recent signs of revival, cannot yet be 
treated as an important channel of in¬ 
fluence on policy-making. The Liberal 
party has not been an alternative gov¬ 
ernment in the same way as the Labour 
party has during its last decade of op¬ 
position. Only the bare possibility 
exists that the Liberals will succeed 
in displacing Labour as the principal 
alternative to the Conservatives. 

Interest groups. Lately the standard 
view of the unimportance of interest 
groups in the British political process 
has been subject to question, and the 
beginning of the study of such groups 
has disclosed a large influence, at least 
in domestic matters. Nor does anyone 
doubt that, on such questions as tariffs, 
British manufacturers, unions, and 
farmers have means of effectively con¬ 
veying their preferences to govern¬ 
mental authority. However, it is evident 
that British interest groups, though as 
multifarious as those anywhere else, 
operate differently from their American 
counterparts. The very fact that politi¬ 
cal parties are national in character and 
cohesive in parliamentary organization 
limits the usefulness of pressuring 
legislators, direedy or through con¬ 
stituents, for individual votes. To affect 
the main lines of governmental policy, 
certainly in foreign affairs, a British 
interest group would have to influence 
a party’s leadership, or more remotely 
the bulk of a parliamentary party. 
Neither of these avenues seems feasible 
except for the biggest interest groups, 
although on lesser matters, particularly 
those involving administrative deci¬ 
sions, it may be assumed that smaller 
groups exert influence. Certainly it is 
established governmental practice to 
consult representatives of interest 
groups likely to be affected by con- 
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templatcd policies. This practice is in¬ 
stitutionalized and accepted in Britain. 

Major British interest groups tend 
to have direct connections with a 
political party. The outstanding ex¬ 
ample is that of the trade unions, most 
of which are affiliated to the Labour 
party and thus share directly, often 
dominantly, in that party’s policy-mak¬ 
ing. The unions also have a general 
organization, the Trades Union Con¬ 
gress, which is not affiliated to the 
Labour party and which docs confer 
with Governments of either party in be¬ 
half of union interests. Somewhat 
similarly the cooperative movement 
works both within and outside the 
Labour party. The Conservatives have 
no precise organizational counterparts, 
but industrial leaders maintain close 
connections with the party. This they 
do both personally, as important Con¬ 
servatives themselves, and through the 
usual business organizations, the most 
notable of which is the Federation of 
British Industries. More particularized 
trade associations, like individual trade 
unions, may also maintain communica¬ 
tion with party leaders on policy mat¬ 
ters of direct concern, A distinctive 
feature of this political communication, 
at least from an American point of 
view, is that often individual back¬ 
bench M.P.’s openly serve as agents 
for interest groups—business, union, 
farm, and others. M.P.’s are even sub¬ 
sidized for this purpose by the groups 
they represent. 

Generally the most substantial in¬ 
terest groups concerned with foreign 
policy decisions are not organized 
primarily to influence such decisions. 
This holds for the important domestic 
economic groups noted above, and 
also for other types of organizations. 
Churches would plainly be in this 
category. Through their official repre¬ 
sentatives, they do express opinions 
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bearing on British foreign policy, al¬ 
though the expression of such opinions 
is only incidental to their main role. 
Veterans’ groups are another case in 
point, although their efforts to influence 
general policy arc less prominent in 
Britain than those of comparable groups 
in the United States. The same can be 
said, for a different reason, of the 
activities of ethnic groups. Such groups 
arc simply less significant in Britain 
because of the absence of large ethnic 
minorities of the sort that compose 
so much of the American population. 
Although there arc, and almost always 
have been, continental European refu¬ 
gees in Britain, their numbers have 
not been sufficient to constitute serious 
pressure on British foreign policy¬ 
making. Even the Jewish population 
of half a million cannot be said to be 
an electoral factor in determining 
British policy toward Israel, despite a 
vigorous Zionist movement—repre¬ 
sented particularly in the Labour party. 
Similarly the Irish minority, largely in 
a few seaports and manufacturing cen¬ 
ters, is not a major influence. It does, 
like the Zionists, have parliamentary 
spokesmen. 

In addition to all of the groups, of 
varying influence, impinging on foreign 
affairs incidental to their other pur¬ 
poses, there are also many British 
groups organized entirely around for¬ 
eign policy issues. These may be less 
substantial, but they are often most 
active propagandistically. Some or¬ 
ganizations arc devoted to particular 
causes, such as justice or freedom for 
certain people in a certain place, and 
they wax and wane with the excitement 
of the issue. Others are broader in 
scope and more durable. Examples are 
provided by the interwar League of 
Nations and the more recent United 
Nations. Another, operating at a 
scholarly and almost official level to 


influence opinion-makers, is the Royal 
Institute of International Affairs. Simi¬ 
lar in its limited public is the newer 
Institute of Strategic Studies. At an 
altogether different level of activity, 
and also with a very different point of 
view, is the mass-membership organi¬ 
zation, the Campaign for Nuclear Dis¬ 
armament. Developed in the late 195()’s 
to oppose Britain’s retention of nu¬ 
clear weapons, the CND undoubtedly 
mobilized the residual pacifism and neu¬ 
tralism of socialists, students, intellec¬ 
tuals, and miscellaneous middle-class 
citizens. Their most spectacular demon¬ 
stration has been a well-publicized pro¬ 
test march each spring from a nuclear 
weapons center to a Trafalgar Square 
rally. The Nuclear Disarmers became 
active not only in this way and through 
a flood of .speeches and literature, but 
also in the Labour party, where their 
position came to be accepted by im¬ 
portant trade-union leaders as well as 
by many constituency party workers. 
To a high degree, the decision of the 
Labour party conference in 1960 to 
support unilateral nuclear disarmament 
was a victory for the campaign of the 
previous few years. 

Mass media of communication. The 
basic point about British mass media is 
their national c'laracter. Strictly local 
and regional newspapers are minor in 
relation to the media centered in Lon¬ 
don. The British audience is essentially 
national for newspapers, magazines, 
radio, and television. Opinion concern¬ 
ing foreign policy, as that concerning 
most domestic policy, is formed na¬ 
tionally and not regionally. 

British communication has also been 
given a special character by the con¬ 
tinued monopoly of radio broadcasting 
by the government-owmed British 
Broadcasting Corporation, and by a 
similar television monopoly until 195.5, 
when closely supervised commercial 
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television was allowed to compete with 
the B.B.C. The government^wned 
service has avoided the editorializing 
news commentary typical of American 
radio and television. The news is re¬ 
ported straight and without dramatiza¬ 
tion by the B.B.C., and a similar stand¬ 
ard is expected of the new commercial 
television. However, B.B.C. facilities 
are used by Government spokesmen, 
particularly the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary, for official exposi¬ 
tions of foreign policy. The importance 
of this means of communication with 
the nation was ftimly established 
by the succes.sful wartime speeches of 
Winston Churchill. Some radio and 
television time is divided, according to 
an agreed-upon formula, between 
political parties for a presentation of 
their views on international as Vy-ell as 
other issues. Occasionally, too. there 
arc discussion programs involving for¬ 
eign policy. Television, as in the United 
States, is the growingly important means 
of reaching a mass public, but in no 
case is there any purchase of time for 
the presentation of opinions. 

Neutrality in British radio and tcle- 
vi.sion contrasts with sharply partisan 
attachments on the part of the press. 
Except for Labour’s London Daily 
Herald, whose policies have been af¬ 
fected by its trade-union connections, 
this partisan.ship is solely a matter of 
choice by ordinary private publishers. 
Most papers lean to the Conservatives, 
but the largest London paper, the Daily 
Mirror, is pro-Labour. Although none 
of the mass-circulation dailies, like the 
Mirror and its several pro-Conservative 
counterparts, give much serious edi¬ 
torial or news attention to international 
affairs, it is through their headlines, 
often slanted by partisan considera¬ 
tions, that a large share of the British 
population forms its perspective with 
respect to international policies. Ncx er- 
thcless the quality press, even with its 
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small circulation, deserves more at 
tention as a molder of opinions,-’ ,.\ 
few papers reach most Lnglislin.en wlm 
have opinion-making loles. L.v.ee])! in 
Scotland, where there are eqiiivalen! 
new'spapers, almost every pers(>n seri¬ 
ously concerned with national and in¬ 
ternational allairs reads eithei the quasi- 
oflicial Times of l.oiulon (T the liberal 
Giuiniian. If "serioiisK concerned" is 
deTined more broadly, the cateyoiy 
should include the readers of the (’cm- 
servative Da.'ly Telcyraph, which i-, un¬ 
usual in that its news presentation 
stands betweerv the ps'pu'.ar press and 
the quality press, .lust as striking as 
this daily newspaper situation is the 
fact that either one of two Sunday 
papers, the Observer or tiie Sunday 
Times, is read by virtually the wdiole of 
the serious English public. In addition, 
the special importance of the weekly 
Feononii.sf should be noted; move than 
other intellectually oriented weeklies, 
like the Spectator and the left-wing 
New Statesman, the Economist reaches 
the influential. Although lhc.se various 
papers and periodicals often present 
divergent views, there is an intimacy 
about the English circle of discussion 
that is absent in a larger and less cen¬ 
tralized political community. 

Less highly organized media of cimi- 
munication also play an importjint rob¬ 
in Britain. Pamphlets, for instance, are 
still widely used by party tind party- 
affiliated groups to reach the public. A 
good example was the Bevanitc cir¬ 
culation in 19.51 of a scries of pam¬ 
phlets outlining the left-wing’s opposi¬ 
tion to Britain’s foreign policy. Fur¬ 
thermore, in a nation that docs more 
book-reading than is usual in Amcr- 

An excellent study emphasizing the role 
of the quality press in opinion formation 
is R. Bassett, Democracy and I'orci^^n Policy, 

A Case History: The Sino-Japanc.se Dispute, 
1931-1933 (London: Longmans, Green & 
Co., 1952). 
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ica, it is worth mentioning that both 
scholarly and popular volumes on for¬ 
eign policy reach the public. Nor should 
speeches at public meetings, even 
though declining in popularity as a 
result of television competition, be 
neglected as a means of inlluoiieing 
poiitieal audiences. A speech by a major 
public figure remains an important oc¬ 
casion at least for the membership of 
a pol/I.'cal parly. 

General role of public opinion 

Many of the agencies just discussed 
under the heading of "nongovern- 
mental" are often conceivetl as repre¬ 
senting public opinion in contrast t<i 
the oilicial agencies of gctvcrnmental 
policy-making. For analytical purposes 
it lias been useful to adhere to this 
distinction, but there is another ap¬ 
proach employed by F.nglish critics. 
The term ‘•nstablish meiil" is used to 
refer looselyTo an inner circle of im¬ 
portant ministers, top civil servants, 
editors of the serious press, and a mis¬ 
cellany of persons, many academic, 
who informally consult with tlie others. 
Based on common social and in¬ 
tellectual backgrounds, the members of 
this r.stablishment overlap govern¬ 
mental and nongovernmental agencies. 
They not only make policy, they also 
expound it through the quality papers 
and in university halls. 

No doubt there is more divergence 
among the British influential than the 
concept of an Establishment conveys. 
But with or without the term, the 
British community frankly recognizes 
the leadership groups that, in Gabriel' 
Almond’s phrase, “carry on the, 
specific work of policy formulation and, 
policy advocacy.” As Almond has also 
pointed out, though in reference to the 
United States, an elite of this sort does 
not operate independently of “certain 
policy criteria in the form of widely 


held values and expectations.” -- The 
British public, like publics elsewhere, 
sets such criteria, and the policy-makers 
arc limited thereby—as, for instance, 
by the public’s manifest desire for 
peace. The subtlety of these relations 
was well described by Kenneth 
Younger, a former Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs. Control of foreign 
policy, he said, was more oligarchic > 
than control of domestic policy,- 
and on first reflection he thougiit 
of no occasion when he or his su¬ 
periors “had been greatly affected by 
public opinion in reaching important 
decisions.” But this first impression he 
realized was misleading, because pub¬ 
lic opinion did affect ministers in a 
general way. 'rhe Government,” he 
wrote, “tends to identify itself almost 
unconsciously with a vaguely sensed 
general will, and no clear fornuiiation 
of the pressure of public opinion upon 
Government policy ever occurs.” 
Younger believed that a Government 
identified itself especially with its own 
supporters. 

THE SUBSTANCE OF FOREIGN POLICY 

Ordinarily it is assumed, whatever 
respective party positions happen to 
be. that major elements in British for¬ 
eign policy are not subject to drastic 
change.-' No such change was evident, 

--CiabricI ,Almond, The American People 
ami Foiei(;n Policy (New York: llarcoiirl. 
Bnicc & World, Ine., 1950), pp. 5, 6. 

Kenneth Younger. “Public Opinion .ind 
Foreign Policy,” British Journal of Sociology 
(VI) June 1955, pp. 169. 171. 

Basic material on British policy of the 
recent past may be found in Documents- on 
British T'oreipn Policy I9l9-.19.t9, cd. b\ 

L'. L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (London: 
H.M. Sliilionery OITice, 1947-1954). and a 
general historical account in 'The CamhriJ'te 
History of British T'oreittn Polit v l7S.t l^l'K 
cd. by A. W. Ward and G. P. Gooch (I on- 
don: Cambridge llnivcrsity Press, 1922 
1923). 
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for example, in the transfer of office 
from Conservative to Labour in 1945, 
or from Labour to Conservative in 
1951. The definition of the national 
interest remains fairly stable, and the 
world situation allows a government 
only limited choices, often confined to 
methods, tone, and timing. 

Commonwealth relations 

Properly speaking, Britain’s imperial 
policy may not belong in the sphere 
of foreign affairs, and the details of 
that policy cannot be specified here. 
However, in international matters the 
British themselves view the Common¬ 
wealth (or Empire as it has, at least 
until recently, been called by its oldest 
champions) as an overseas extension 
of the British nation and thus as an 
entity through which Britain can play 
a larger role in the world than it could 
as an island kingdom standing alone. 
As a recent British ambassador to the 
United States has declared; “It would 
be misleading to talk about the British 
contribution to the free world solely 
in terms of the efforts and the economy 
of the fifty million people in the British 
Isles. Britain lies at the heart of the 
Commonwealth, and the Common¬ 
wealth contains over six hundred mil¬ 
lion people, more than a third of the 
population of the free world.” 

The Commonwealth is a unique in¬ 
stitution. Its members in 1960 were 11 
sovereign states without fixed political 
obligations. They regularly consult each 
other, and often reach agreement even 
though there is no legal need to do so. 
Each of the 11 states has some kind of 
British heritage, if not from immigra¬ 
tion at least from a period of years un¬ 
der British rule. Each finds it con¬ 
venient, economically at any rate, to 

Sir Roger Makins, “The Commonwealth 
in World Affairs,” Labor and Industry in 
Britain (XIV), Sept. 1956, p. 116. 
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maintain the Commonwealth tie. The 
symbol of free as.sociation is the Queen, 
acknowledged b\' all as Head of the 
Commonwealth and by some member 
nations as their own crowned head. In 
the latter category are Britain itself and 
those other Commonwealth members 
closest to Britain in ethnic origin, lan¬ 
guage, and customs: Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada, and, until 1960, the 
Union of South Africa. Significantly, 
the first new postwar members, India, 
Pakistan and (Tcylon, became republics, 
and in their different view of the Queen 
as in other more substantial ways these 
nations, containing two-thirds of the 
Commonwealth’s 600 million people, 
cause the whole structure to appear less 
united than the British would prefer. 
However, to hold the Asian members 
within the Commonwealth, Britain has 
been willing to make the structure even 
more flexible and informal than it was 
when originally developed in the inter¬ 
war period. Similar accommodation 
was possible for Ghana, Malaya, and 
Nigeria as they became member na¬ 
tions, 1957-1960. 

In addition to its 11 present mem¬ 
bers the Commonwealth contains other 
countries that arc not fully self-gov¬ 
erning and are not therefore “mem¬ 
bers.” 2 ® These remaining British de¬ 
pendencies contained only about 50 
million people in 1960, many, such 
as the West Indies Federation and 
Sierra Leone, already on the verge of 
self-government and so of likely mem¬ 
ber-nation status as well. An excep¬ 
tional instance is Southern Rhodesia, 
whose white settlers have long been 
self-governing in domestic affairs and 
whose government has been treated 
for some purposes as though South¬ 
ern Rhodesia was a member na- 

20 K. C. Wheare, “The Nature and Stnic- 
ture of the Commonwealth/’ American 
Political Science Review (XLVIl), Dec. 
1953, p. 1025. 
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lion. This situation is further com¬ 
plicated by the inclusion of Southern 
Rhodesia in the presently shaky Cen¬ 
tral African Federation with Northern 
Rhodesia and Nyasaland, whose native 
African inhabitants object to the con¬ 
nection. This Federation as a whole, 
or if it collapses each of its three com¬ 
ponents (possibly joined to other terri¬ 
tories), is a potential Commonwealth 
member-nation when the time arrives 
for choice as a self-governing country. 
The same choice is to be made eventu¬ 
ally by every other substantial terri¬ 
tory (like Tanganyika, Kenya, and 
Uganda) left as a British African de¬ 
pendency. In fact, the only exceptions, 
anywhere in the old Empire, to eventual 
full self-government, and so to choice 
about Commonwealth membership, arc 
those territories too small to be viable 
nations and also, in an unusual case 
like Gibraltar, of primarily strategic 
significance. The future is by no means 
clear for the 29 British territories which 
now have a population of less than one 
million each. Otherwise what is en¬ 
visioned for the Commonwealth is a 
multiracial body of self-governing na¬ 
tions largely coinciding with the world¬ 
wide expanse of the old British Empire. 
Within the new Commonwealth, sub¬ 
stituting for power formerly exercised 
over colonial dependencies, the British 
would like to provide a leadership 
freely accepted as based on experience 
and mutual interest. On the intangibles 
of Commonwealth cooperation rests 
whatever aspiration Britain still has 
to play the role of a Great Power in 
the contemporary world. 

British leadership in the new Com¬ 
monwealth does indeed rest heavily 
on intangibles. Their significance may 
be questioned. The new Asian and 
African states have, it is true, a com¬ 
mon heritage of former British rule 
and therefore of certain British govern¬ 
mental procedures and of an elite 


educated in the use of these procedures 
along with English language and 
culture. But this heritage may not be 
deep enough to withstand the rising 
nationalism of native masses. More¬ 
over, there is hardly an identity of 
interest, even if anti-colonialism loses 
its relevance, between the newly de¬ 
veloping but still impoverished Asian- 
African nations, and Britain as a while 
and relatively wealthy developed na¬ 
tion. The new Commonwealth nations 
simply look at the world in a different 
way from Britain as from the West 
generally. The difference has already 
been observed in Britain’s relations 
with India, the largest member nation 
and the major contender for leadership 
of Asian-African countries, be they 
Commonwealth members or not. 'I'he 
Commonwealth front has surely been 
broken in the postwar world as Britain 
joined the Amcrican-Itd effort to con¬ 
tain Russian aggression, while India 
became persistently neutralist. Also on 
issues involving the remnants of West¬ 
ern imperial possessions. Britain, still 
a responsible imperial power, has 
taken a different position from the 
anti-colonialism fostered by India in 
the United Nations. This difference 
emerged most openly in the admittedly 
special circumstances posed by Brit¬ 
ain’s apparent reassertion of imperial 
policy at the time of the Suez crisis 
in 19.56. Then India broke sharply 
with Britain in the United Nations. So, 
of course, did many Western .nations, 
including the United States. 

Generally, dc.spite the difficulties 
raised by evident differences between 
Britain and the new Commonwealth 
nations, Britain seems determined, 
especially after the Suez affair, to try 
to accommodate many of its policies 
to those of its Asian and African part¬ 
ners. Some of the accommodation is 
simply part of Britain’s adjustment to 
the mid-twentieth century world. Thus 
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the withdrawal from imperial posses¬ 
sions is not simply to please Asian and 
African Commonwealth nations and to 
create new ones; it is brought about by 
the impracticality of Britain, or any 
Western nation, any longer having the 
will and the resources to resist native 
nationalist movements. The problem 
/'or Britain has been to withdraw at just 
the right time: when a heal population 
was sufficiently prepared for self-gov¬ 
ernment, so as to resist chaos and 
Communists, and yet before a popula¬ 
tion was so aroused against British rule 
as to make unlikely any peaceful 
transition to Commonwealth member¬ 
ship. With the possible exception of 
Burma, which chose a friendly relation 
outside the Commonwealth, the British 
did successfully meet this problem in 
most areas during the first 15 years 
after World War II. The British with¬ 
drawal was typically seemly, finally 
even in Malaya where an expensive 
battle against Communists had to be 
waged before the transition to self- 
government. Cyprus was more em¬ 
barrassing since the British began by 
regarding this eastern Mediterranean 
island as so essential a military base 
that its sovereignty could not be relin¬ 
quished; partly for this reason and 
partly because of Greek claims to 
hegemony over both the Greek 
majority and the Turkish minority on 
the island, Britain sought through most 
of the 1950’s to repress a partly ter¬ 
rorist revolt. In the end, however, 
Britain settled for a self-governing 
Cyprus, containing a modest British 
military base. 

More troublesome problems seem to 
remain for Britain to deal with in 
some of the African territories still in 
states of dependency. Unlike the na¬ 
tions already established in West 
Africa, notably Ghana and Nigeria, 
those areas still under British rule in 
East and Central Africa have the dis¬ 


advantages of less advanced .African 
populations and. in some instance'^, of 
subsiaiilial scltlcmcnts by a white l-iiio 
pean minority (chielly British). 1 he 
first disadvantage is only relative, aiul 
it can be directly met (although with 
problematic long-run success) by an 
already accelerated educational pro¬ 
gram. But the disadvantage of having 
substantial Fiiropean settlements, par¬ 
ticularly in Rhodesia and in Kenva, 
is inherently more complicated. It 
presents a complication which the 
British have not had tt) meet on any 
large scale in any of the Common¬ 
wealth nations so far established. On 
the other hand, even in Oast and Cen¬ 
tral Africa the European settlements 
do not pose so great a problem for the 
British as such settlements in Algeria 
have for the French. Yet the problem is 
real enough, since the British settlers 
are farmers, merchants, and urban 
workers; and especially in Southern 
Rhodesia they arc accustomed to run¬ 
ning their government’s internal af¬ 
fairs much as a similar minority of 
Europeans do in the Union of South 
Africa. Britain is thus faced with two 
conflicting sets of demands: self- 
government by the educated white 
minority, with at best a promised 
gradual admission of the mass of 
Africans to the governing process, 
versus self-government very quickly for 
all inhabitants, inevitably giving power 
to the leaders of the African mass. De¬ 
spite strong bonds of sympathy with 
British settlers (and despite strong 
political pressure particularly by their 
friends in the Conservative party), 
the Briti.sh government has increasingly 
moved to meet the demands of African 
nationalists. Whether it can or will 
move fast enough is not yet clear. Cer¬ 
tainly no British authority will want 
to yield altogether to African national¬ 
ism so that British settlers are com¬ 
pletely abandoned. The hope, and it 
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may He unrealistic, is that adjustments 
within a multi-racial community can 
oventually be achieved, 't his is the way 
Britain would like to deal with what 
Prime Minister Macmillan has called 
AlVica s "wind of change” when he 
spccihcally rejected the (ipartlicid 
piilicy of the I'nion of South Africa. 

I'ven with its occasional lapses and 
its remaining dillicull imperial legacie.s, 
Britain takes an undcrstandah'c pride 
in the whole postwar development of 
self-governing Commonwealth nations. 
Whatever guilt may be felt for Britain’s 
earlier accumulation of imperial posses¬ 
sions, on w'hich the eonmuinity was and 
is divided, there can be little doubt that 
linglishmen now' feel sadly misunder¬ 
stood when their country is denounced 
as an oppressive colonial power. Such 
denunciations arc resented not only 
because they come at a time when 
Britain is rapidly liquidating and trans¬ 
forming its empire, but also because 
the attacks often come from powers 
that have themselves expanded their 
territories over a continental land-mass. 
Criticism from such sources seems to 
be based on the salt-water fallacy: over¬ 
seas expansion is evil in a way that con¬ 
tinental expansion is not. 

Cultural and ideological ties 

Of a difTercnt sort but not necessarily 
less strong than the Commonwealth 
bond are Britain's noninstitutional tics 
based on culture and ideology. These 
tics cut across the line betw'ccn Com¬ 
monwealth and non-Commonwealth 
countries. Canada. Australia, New Zea¬ 
land, and (to a lesser extent) South 
Africa would be regarded as kindred 
nations even without a Commonwealth 
structure. Their populations arc heavily 
British in origin, their language is Fng- 
lish (though with large exceptions in 
Canada and South Africa), and their 
political institutions are direct adapta¬ 


tions of the British model. Together 
with Britain and the United States they 
constitute the nongovernmental entity 
that Englishmen, Sir Winston Churchill 
in particular, like to call the “English- 
speaking peoples.” The term is partly 
a euphemism f<ir an inappropriate and 
offensively exclusionary phrase like 
"Anglo-Saxon world,” and yet it con¬ 
veys much of the feeling associated with 
a racial or ethnic bond. 

Within the English-speaking woild 
the British recognize the United States 
as a very special case. Although simi¬ 
larities in many matters, including a 
common (that is, an English) political 
heritage, are acknowledged and even 
overstated, relations are complicated by 
those differences which are found to 
exist between American and British 
customs.-"^ Sometimes these differences 
arc regarded as unfortunate deviations 
from a British norm, as in the case of 
American government preserving the 
separation-of-powers principle instead 
of adopting the parliamentary-cabinet 
system. More significantly, in postwar 
years the British have found it difficult 
to get accustomed to American pre¬ 
dominance, militarily and economically, 
in relation to Britain and much of the 
Western World. The United States, as 
the newcomer in international affairs, 
sometimes appears to Englishmen as a 
brash usurper of Britain's former lead¬ 
ing role, particularly in the Middle 
East. Irritation with American ways, 
however, has not prevented the broad 
central sector of British opinion from 
considering the postwar alliance with 
the United States to be natural and 
right. Ideologically, the Anglo-Ameri- 

for instance, in Churchill's famous 
Fulton speech. T/ie /Vnv York Tiuics, March 
6, 1946, p. 4. 

The problems of the postwar Anglo- 
American relationship, as seen by English¬ 
men, arc treated in the author’s Britain — 
Uneasy Ally (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1954), chap. 2, 
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can alliance has been uncongenial only 
to left-wing socialists who objected to 
American capitalism, and to imperialist 
Conservatives who saw American 
criticism of the British Empire in terms 
of nationalist rivalry. Even many of 
these ideological critics objected mainly 
to the terms of the alliance, admitting, 
though bitterly, Britain's overriding 
need for American power. 

Beyond the United States and the 
English-speaking members of the Com¬ 
monwealth, Britain’s cultural and ideo¬ 
logical tics arc less definite. A general 
attachment to political democracy 
causes Englishmen to identify more 
readily with some nations than others, 
and a minority in the Labour party 
sympathizes particularly with pro¬ 
fessedly socialist countries and with 
the ideological neutralism of Nehru’s 
India. There is a cultural link with the 
nations of Western Europe, especially 
France, but its strength appears less 
than that of an English-speaking 
Atlantic community. This is in spite of 
the heavy volume of British travel to 
the continent, and in spite of the com¬ 
munion in an old and threatened cul¬ 
ture which British intellectuals share 
with their continental counterparts. Ap¬ 
parently for most Englishmen the bar¬ 
riers of language and unstable con¬ 
tinental politics outweigh geographic 
proximity. Germany presents a par¬ 
ticular difficulty; its aggressive enmity 
is too recent for popular links to be 
easily established. 

With respect to all of Britain’s broad 
ties with other countries, the claim is 
often made that foreign policy has been 
developed apart from such considera¬ 
tions, particularly of ideology, and 
solely on the basis of a calculated na¬ 
tional interest.But even if it is true 

29 Note, for example, Churchill’s rejection 
of the ideological case against Franco’s 
Spain. The Second World War, Vol. 5 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1951), p. 
627. 


that policy is arrived at independently 
of ideological preferences, there can be 
no doubt that support for a given 
policy can be more readily obtained 
when that policy is in line with the at¬ 
tachments of the British community. 

Foreign economic policy 

Britain’s dependence on overseas trade 
means that economic matters are al¬ 
ways in the forefront among foreign 
policy issues. Since World War II the 
most constant national worry has been 
to maintain a sufficient volume of ex¬ 
ports to pay for needed imports of food 
and raw materials. During much of 
the first postwar decade Britain re¬ 
quired outside help in the form of loans 
and Marshall Aid in order to bridge 
the dollar gap. That is, Britain had to 
be given dollars, over and above those 
earned, so as to allow the purchase of 
goods from the United States and 
Canada. More recently American aid 
has been for military purposes, but this 
too involves a degree of dependency. 

The general postwar economic policy 
of seeking to increase exports has been 
complicated by Britain’s leading role 
among the nations associated in the 
sterling bloc. Within this bloc free ex¬ 
change is encouraged, and earnings of 
gold and dollars are pooled for dealing 
with non-sterling countries. The sterling 
bloc consists of all parts of the Com¬ 
monwealth except Canada, plus Burma, 
Iceland, Ireland, Jordan, and Libya. It 
is not Britain alone, but this bloc as a 
whole that seeks a balance of trade 
with the rest of the world. Britain 
serves as banker for the bloc. In this 
arrangement there are advantages for 
both British trade and British prestige. 
Besides helping to maintain London 
as a major center of international ex¬ 
change, the sterling bloc facilitates 
the exchange of British manufactured 
goods for food and raw materials 
produced in Commonwealth countries. 
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To assist in the economic development 
of the bloc’s non-Wcstern sections, 
some of which, like Mulaya, arc large 
dollar-earners, Britain has sought to 
encourage investment of the relatively 
small amount of capital that the nation 
now has available for export. Invest¬ 
ment on a larger scale within the 
sterling bloc bus been envisioned and 
even projected in what is known as the 
Colombo Plan, but Britain itself now 
finds it difficult to produce the surplus 
needed to re-establish its prewar status 
as an overseas investor. That status 
was largely lost as a result of forced 
wartime sale of British assets. Re¬ 
establishing British overseas invest¬ 
ments has also been complicated by the 
home market's increased attractiveness 
for capital during Britain's recently 
prosperous years. 

Many of the marks of an economic 
policy geared to Britain's tenuous posi¬ 
tion in world trade were most obvious 
in the early postwar years, but some 
remained even through the iy50's. The 
government has closely controlled for¬ 
eign exchange, limiting in particular 
the exchange of pounds for dollars and, 
thus, the purchase of American goods. 
In addition, Englishmen have been re¬ 
stricted from purchasing many of their 
own products, either by high sales taxes 
or by the establishment of quotas, so 
that such products might be exported 
in order to earn the foreign currency 
with which to buy necessities from 
abroad. For a similar reason, the 
British government has regulated the 
flow of industrial investment so as to 
secure the expansion of productive 
facilities most likely to manufacture 
goods saleable abroad and especially 
in the United States. These efforts to 
sell overseas in order to live have met 
with enough success to permit con¬ 
siderable relaxation of the immediate 
postwar policies of enforced austerity. 
Increases in the volume of British goods 
sold in the United States have been im¬ 


pressive, but their continuance is in¬ 
secure and so therefore is Britain’s 
whole economic situation. 

Given the national need for external 
trade, it might be expected that Britain 
would have a low tariff policy. Of 
course, this was Britain’s nineteenth- 
century position. Then Britain was able 
to compete in terms of price and quality 
of manufactures with almost any other 
country, and it was willing to encourage 
importing food from abroad because it 
was cheaper and because nations that 
sold Britain food could buy its manu¬ 
factured products. Thus there was no 
high protective tariff for industry or 
agriculture. However, in the twentieth 
century this free-trade formula ceased 
to be so evidently to Britain's net ad¬ 
vantage. British manufacturers now 
encountered difficulties in foreign 
markets from newer industries ot other 
countries; some of these newer in¬ 
dustries were more efficient, some em¬ 
ployed cheaper labor, and some were 
protected in their own markets by 
tariffs. Additional cause for the British 
to re-examine their trade policy was 
provided by the difficulty of importing 
the usual food requirements under the 
siege conditions first evident during 
World War I. The result of all these 
circumstances, along with strongly na¬ 
tionalistic trends elsewhere, was a sub¬ 
stantial British retreat from traditional 
free trade during the early decades of 
the twentieth century. Domestic agricul¬ 
ture came to be subsidized in various 
ways, including tariffs on foreign prod¬ 
ucts. Selected manufacturing industries 
were now also protected by fairly 
high tariffs. Moreover the necessarily 
stringent postwar limitations on im¬ 
ports of foreign goods also served to 
protect British manufactures against 
competition in the home market; this 
was not the purpose of such limitations, 
which in any event were meant to be 
temporary during Britain’s shortage of 
foreign exchange. 
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Closely linked to Britain’s modest 
protective system is Imperial (now 
properly Commonwealth) Preference. 
Under this arrangement, like the tariff 
policy itself, a product largely of the 
interwar years, Britain and other Com¬ 
monwealth nations negotiated recipro¬ 
cal tariff advantages. The object was to 
encourage intra-Commonwealth trade, 
and from the British standpoint to 
have, in other Commonwealth nations, 
a protected market for manufactured 
goods in exchange for discrimination, 
by Britain, in favor of food and raw 
materials from the same other Com¬ 
monwealth nations. Substantial mutual 
preferences of this nature were estab¬ 
lished in the 1930’s, and their ex¬ 
tension in the direction of a general 
Commonwealth free trade was ad¬ 
vocated then and later by the heirs 
of the old turn-of-the-century belief in 
Joseph Chamberlain’s imperial eco- 
nomic union. Commonwealth trade 
preference became, in fact, the last 
bastion of imperialist ambition. In the 
eyes of its champions. Imperial Pref¬ 
erence, by establishing material ad¬ 
vantages in Commonwealth relations, 
might be the beginning of a new and 
potent British-led economic and politi¬ 
cal unit. It represented an alternative 
to reliance on American trade and 
American power. Such hopes for the 
development of Imperial Preference 
failed, however, to be realized after 
World War II. Some of the other Com¬ 
monwealth nations did not find it in 
their interests to extend preference on 
a broad front, and Britain’s own need 
for more American trade was not com¬ 
patible with enlarged discrimination in 
favor of Commonwealth producers. 
The alternative presented by the post¬ 
war American encouragement of a gen¬ 
eral free trade policy was simply more 
attractive. Consequently, the relative 
importance of Imperial Preference de¬ 
clined in the postwar years. Not only 


were new preferences not negotiated, 
but the existing ones were not as 
significant, in terms of competitive ad¬ 
vantage, as they had been in the 
iy30’s.:'® 

Imperial preference retained enough 
importance to play a part in ntolding 
opposition to British participation in 
the various European supranational 
economic arrangements of the IQ.SO's. 
Britain’s special economic relations with 
Commonwealth nations provided an 
argument for standing outside both 
the Schuman Plan, establishing a com¬ 
mon Western European market for 
coal and steel, and the later European 
Economic Community, establishing a 
common market over a broad range of 
products. In the latter case especially, 
the British were reluctant to join in 
adopting a policy that wouki result in 
the elimination of preferences, in the 
British market, for food from Com¬ 
monwealth nations. Nevertheless, it 
seems unlikely that Imperial Prefer¬ 
ence, with its significance already 
diminishing, was either an insurmounta¬ 
ble or even a primary obstacle in the 
way of Briti.sh membership with 
France, Germany, Italy, and the 
Benelux countries in common market 
arrangements. Reluctance to join thc.se 
continental arrangements may also be 
explained by political and cultural, as 
well as economic, resistance to a 
strictly European identification. The 
continental common market conception 
has always implied some degree of 
political integration along with eco¬ 
nomic coordination. 

Despite the general reasons for 
British resistance to European eco¬ 
nomic union, it was true that by the late 
1950’s such union had progressed suf¬ 
ficiently so that Britain was forced to 

Political and Economic Planning, Com- 
monweahh Preference in the United King¬ 
dom (I.x)ndon: Allen and Unwin. Ltd 
1960). p. 5. 
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reconsider its earlier aloofness. The 
fact was that the six continental na¬ 
tions, by mutually reducing their tariffs 
and by adopting a tariff common to the 
rest of the world, were threatening 
British sales within the common market 
countries. As an alternative policy, 
Britain sought to form a larger but 
looser free trade area, but this effort 
led only to the development of a more 
or less rival bloc called the European 
Free Trade Association, consisting of 
seven nations as against the six na¬ 
tions of the common market (European 
Economic Community). Negotiations 
continued between the seven, led by 
Britain, and the six, but no merger had 
been arranged by 1960. The European 
Free Trade Association, it should be 
noted, differed from the common 
market not only in being much less 
supranational in its political implica¬ 
tions, but aiso in being without a com¬ 
mon tariff toward the rest of the world, 
it was simply an association designed 
to reduce tariffs among the seven na¬ 
tions—Britain, Sweden, Denmark, Nor¬ 
way, Portugal, Austria, and Switzer¬ 
land. Even this much participation by 
Britain, however, represents a signif¬ 
icant degree of economic Europeani¬ 
zation. More seems likely to come, but 
compatibly with the maintenance of 
Britain’s essential trade with the rest 
of the world. Like most of the rest of 
Europe, Britain is bound to remain 
dependent on overseas sources for a 
great range of supplies, notably oil. 

Security policy 

Britain assumes that it cannot protect 
itself against aggression without help. 
The island’s location, vulnerability, 
and limited resources have dictated 
protection in the form of collective 
arrangements with other nations. 
Strictly speaking, it may be said that 
modern Britain never relied solely on 


its own military capacities. The tradi¬ 
tional effort to maintain a European 
balance of power necessarily involved 
joining some nations against others. 
However, before World War I this 
policy, combined with command of the 
seas, allowed Britain considerable free¬ 
dom of action and certainly a sense of 
having the national destiny in its own 
hands. The change in Britain’s rela¬ 
tive position may not have been fully 
appreciated until World War II, but 
in 1940 even the magnificent stand 
against Hitler could not conceal Brit¬ 
ain’s inability to protect its far-flung 
interests without the aid of a stronger 
power. 

After World War II, and partly as 
its consequence, Britain appeared dis¬ 
tinctly less imposing than cither of the 
super powers, Russia and the United 
States. Britain’s old problem of pre¬ 
venting an aggressive enemy from 
dominating the continent was made 
more difficult than ever. Against Russia 
after 1945, even more apparently than 
against Germany in the 1930’s, no 
British-led combination of European 
states was strong enough to maintain a 
balance of power. Security against 
Russian domination of the continent 
required American participation. Ac¬ 
cordingly, the cornerstone of Britain's 
postwar European policy was to obtain 
an American commitment, of a sort 
denied before World War II, to defend 
Western Europe, and by this means to 
deter aggression. American involve¬ 
ment in the North Atlantic Pact has 
thus been viewed as a prime diplomatic 
success. As a leading British diplomatic 
historian wrote of the treaty, “It is 
indeed in one sense the culmination of 
British policy during the last half cen¬ 
tury.” ■*’ That is, Britain has at last, 

81 Sir Charles Webster in United Kinftdom 
Policy, cd. by Sir Charles Webster (London: 
Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
1950). p. 26. 
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through an outside ally, succeeded in 
righting the European balance of power 
which, in the twentieth century, she was 
unable to maintain. From this view¬ 
point, British participation in the 
military arrangements of the West¬ 
ern European Union, though a sharp 
departure in British policy, is de¬ 
cidedly subordinate to membership with 
America in the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. 

Being a junior partner in an alli¬ 
ance has, however, been a new experi¬ 
ence for Britain, and there have been 
British misgivings about the United 
States and its dominance. Since 1947, 
the British have tended to be fearful 
that American policies toward Russia 
would be too provocative, too zealously 
anti-Communist, and too uncompro¬ 
mising. These fears have gone up and 
down in response to particular acts 
and circumstances, but they have never 
disappeared. Regularly the British gov¬ 
ernment, supported by its public, has 
urged conciliatory summit meetings of 
Western leaders with the Russians. 
Moreover Britain has been less com¬ 
pletely hostile to Communist China, 
whose government the British rec¬ 
ognized in accord with traditional 
diplomatic practice although they con¬ 
tinued, at least through 1960, to go 
along with American opposition to 
Chinese Communist admission to the 
United Nations. Certainly Britain has 
made it clear that it is reluctant to be 
involved in any full-fledged war with 
China. For this reason, as well as be¬ 
cause Britain has preferred American 
military efforts to be concentrated in 
Europe, there has been a dislike for 
any proposed American military action 
against China. Thus in late 1950, when 
the Korean War threatened to in¬ 
volve a major American commitment, 
Winston Churchill was surely express¬ 
ing general British feelings when he 
said that the sooner “the Far Eastern 
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diversion” could be stabilized the bet¬ 
ter. It is in Europe, he said, that the 
world cause will be decided. “Perhaps," 
Churchill noted, “we arc biased by the 
fact that we all live there or there¬ 
abouts. But none the less, one cannot 
conceive that our natural bias has in 
any way distorted the actual facts.” 
The subsequent American decision to 
strengthen the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization met with a strongly posi¬ 
tive British response. Britain’s sub¬ 
stantial contribution to European de¬ 
fense, as part of the price for greater 
American efforts, left no doubt about 
the primacy of British concern. 

That concern, while it remained 
dominant, did appear to lose some of 
its urgency in British minds during the 
later 1950’s. Participation in NATO 
was still the cornerstone of defense 
policy, but, instead of building a really 
large conventional military force, Brit¬ 
ain, with its allies, accepted an increas¬ 
ing reliance on nuclear weapons as a 
deterrent against Russian aggression. 
Britain sharply reduced its total mili¬ 
tary force, particularly in 1957, and 
finally put an end to conscription in 
1960. What remained by way of con¬ 
ventional forces were either in NATO’s 
limited establishment or spread thinly 
over the reduced, but still widespread, 
imperial possessions. No large military 
reserve for conventional warfare was 
maintained. The potential power thus 
abandoned, largely because of expense, 
was supposed to be compensated by 
British development of nuclear weap¬ 
ons over and above those already in 
American hands. Britain did produce 
its own H-bomb in the late 1950’s, 
and thus became the third nuclear 
power in the world. But before the 
decade ended this achievement was re¬ 
duced in strategic significance by the 
realization that Britain was going to 

32 481 ff.C. Deb. 1336 (Nov. 30, 1950). 
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find it too expensive to develop its 
own missile delivery system. Even with 
a British H-bomb, the nation remained 
dependent on American retaliatory 
power in a vital respect. To that power, 
Britain continued to contribute by pro¬ 
viding bases for American bombers, 
sites for intermediate range ballistic 
missiles, and anchorage for missile¬ 
carrying submarines. In these respects 
Britain was in the front line of Ameri¬ 
can and allied deterrent strategy, and 
seemed likely to remain so until such 
time as the United States believed it 
could rely entirely on intercontinental 
missile.s—or until, improbably, the 
British could be converted to the view 
that neutralism was less dangerous 
than the American alliance. 

A special aspect of British security 
policy may be observed in the Middle 
East. Here Britain emerged from World 
War II temporarily re-established 
as the dominant power, but without 
the resources to maintain its traditional 
interests in the sea-routes to India and 
Australia or its newer interests in 
Persian Gulf oil. Arab nationalism be¬ 
came increasingly hostile to the indirect 
British imperial control, dating e.spe- 
cially from the interwar years, and 
Britain retreated with less graciousness 
than anywhere else in the postwar 
world. British weakness in the whole 
Mediterranean area became apparent 
as early as 1947, when the defense of 
Turkey and Greece from Communist 
aggression was abandoned to the 
United States, and when Britain failed 
to solve the postwar Palestine problem 
to anyone’s satisfaction. Yet Britain 
tried to hold what it still regarded as 
its strategic interest in the Middle East. 
This centered about the Suez Canal. 
As a distinguished British soldier wrote 
during the postwar years, “It has been 
an axiom of British policy that no 
hostile Power should be allowed to 
establish itself within striking distance 


of Suez, and we have fought immense 
campaigns in support of this policy.” *•' 
The same interest caused Britain to 
maintain troops on the canal until early 
1956, and to attempt (with France) to 
return troops later the same year after 
the Suez Canal Company was seized by 
the Egyptian government and at the 
time of Isracli-Egyptian hostilities. It 
was the failure of this move, in the 
face of American and United Nations 
condemnation, that seemed to be the 
climactic event in Britain’s decline as 
a Middle Eastern power. Loss of in¬ 
fluence in Iraq followed in 1958, and 
only remnants of British tutelage sub¬ 
sequently remained in the Arab world. 
Leadership of the Western effort to 
court the growingly intransigent Arab 
nationalism and to counter Communist 
influence in the Middle East now 
passed to the United States. For 
Englishmen, particularly Conservative 
imperialists, this was ironic, since they 
had previously complained of Ameri¬ 
can unwillingness to back British ef¬ 
forts in the Middle East. 

The Suez misadventure of 1956 was 
a bench mark for British decline in a 
broader area than the Middle East. It 
was the one major British attempt, in 
the postwar world, to “go it alone”— 
that is, without the United States, even 
if with France. The ignominy of the 
forced withdrawal from Suez brought 
home the reality of Britain’s new posi¬ 
tion in the world. Large-scale British 
action anywhere simply could not be 
carried out without the assurance of 
an American sympathy sufficient, at 
least, to provide economic assistance. 
Certainly no war against a major enemy 
could be risked in isolation from the 
United States. Manufacture of the 
H-bomb did not decisively change this 
British situation. 

Ian Jacob in United Kingdom Policy, 
op. cit., p. 51. 



56 


LEON D. EPSTEIN 


A point that remains to be discussed 
is British membership in the United 
Nations. As one of the founding Big 
Five, Britain is a permanent member 
of the Security Council and a promi¬ 
nent participant in U.N. affairs gen¬ 
erally. Except in the Suez altercation, 
Britain has tended to join in majority 
decisions of the organization. How¬ 
ever, official British policy has never 
relied primarily on the United Nations 
as the agency for maintaining national 
security against aggression. Although 
many Englishmen, particularly liberals 
and Labour party members, display a 
considerable emotional attachment to 
U.N. ideals, British policy-makers have 
understandably found alliances like the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
sturdier shields than the U.N. Charter. 
Britain has been anxious primarily to 
maintain the United Nations as a 
gathering place for all nations, includ¬ 
ing Communist nations, so that op¬ 
portunities for discussion, negotiation, 
and compromise arc available. 


SUMMARY 

The best way to summarize recent 
British foreign policy is to say that 
it has sought to meet immense responsi¬ 
bilities with severely limited resources. 
The diminution of British power, rela¬ 
tive to the rest of the world, is a 
cardinal feature of the international 
situation in the twentieth century. It 
is only less noticeable than such other 
international phenomena as new super¬ 
powers or Asian nationalism because 
Britain has been going down and not 
up. The consequence for the rest of 
the world, as well as for the British 
themselves, may be just as serious even 
if not so obvious. 

A drastic alternative, which the 
British have not accepted, is to drop 


out entirely as a world power and as¬ 
sume the “Little England” role that was 
advocated once before, in the mid- 
nineteenth century. The model might 
be the Netherlands, Switzerland, or 
Sweden. For the present, however, 
Britain's intentions do not involve an 
abdication of power and influence, and 
certainly not a surrender of the inter- 
national policies enabling an island 
population of 50 million to survive. 
Even the accommodations that Britain 
has made to nationalist elements in the 
Commonwealth have been designed to 
retain British status in a revised form. 
Furthermore, the British have main¬ 
tained a considerable share of the re¬ 
sponsibility of defending themselves 
and others from Communist aggression. 
Neutralism as between East and West 
has so far been well in the background 
of British consciousness. Most English¬ 
men have been able to view the United 
States as a powerful ally brought in to 
help a common cause, and not as a 
nation using Britain for its separate 
purposes. 

That Britain will continue to regard 
itself as an American ally is probable, 
but by no means certain. As was 
demonstrated by the popularity of 
unilateral nuclear disarmament within 
the Labour party in 1960, neutralism 
has begun to appeal to a substantial 
minority of the public. It would even 
have the virtue of bringing Britain in 
line with most of the Asian-African 
Commonwealth. Chiefly, however, it is 
presented as a means of eliminating 
the risk believed to flow from having 
American nuclear bases and thus invit¬ 
ing retaliatory attack against the espe¬ 
cially vulnerable island. Conceivably 
the willingness to assume this particular 
risk, as well as to assume responsi¬ 
bility in general, might diminish as 
British consciousness, in a new genera¬ 
tion, catches up with the nation’s loss 
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of status as a Great Power. Surrender¬ 
ing imperial possessions, while it re¬ 
moves a source of friction with anti¬ 
colonialist America, may have the 
incidental effect of giving Englishmen 
less cause to participate in the defense 
of the world against aggression. They 
now appear to have less of their own 
to lose, and identification with Ameri¬ 
can power and American interest is 
ineomp/ete. All this, howeve- is highly 
speculative. The fact remain' 'hat Brit¬ 
ain is not retreating from its active 
membership in the A/iieriean-led alli¬ 
ance, and there is more reason to de¬ 
pend on the maintenance of this policy 
by Britain than on that of almost any 
other nation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The dilemma confronting French for¬ 
eign policy may be stated in rather 
simple terms. France, one of the great 
powers of the nineteenth century, has 
found her position in the world progres¬ 
sively declining, while the aspiration 
and the illusion of greatness and 
strength have persisted. 

France emerged from 
World War II militarily 
weak, drained of man¬ 
power, with her econ¬ 
omy seriously undermined 
after four years of oc¬ 
cupation, facing urgent 
problems of economic 
and social reconstruction 
at home. Her situation was such that 
she was dependent upon Britain and, 
primarily, upon the United States. In 
terms of Walter Lippmann’s axiom that 
commitments in foreign policy must 
be commensurate with strength, it was 
very clear that there were few commit¬ 
ments that France could undertake and 
carry out successfully without Anglo- 
American support. France’s liberty of 
action, therefore, was limited. Her 
aspiration to remain a top-rank power 
seemed to be at variance with her 
capabilities. 


Thus, the dilemma involved either the 
acceptance of the realities of the post- 
World War II situation, or a continua¬ 
tion of France’s “vocation of greatness” 
without the physical and economic re¬ 
sources to implement it. This problem 
needed to be confronted throughout 
the years after the Liberation. Neither 
the political system nor the political 
parties and the press 
managed to present it 
to the public in clcar- 
cut terms. There was no 
“great debate” and no 
“agonizing reappraisal” 
for the purpose of re¬ 
defining the French posi¬ 
tion and status in the 
world. 

To explain the nature of the dilemma 
will be the purpose of this chapter. 
We shall discuss the background fac¬ 
tors that have shaped French foreign 
policy—^geographic position, economic 
and social development, cultural in¬ 
fluence; the more persistent interests 
pursued by France; and both the ob¬ 
jectives and the institution of foreign 
policy-making under the Fifth Republic. 

BACKGROUND FACTORS 

A number of interacting factors con¬ 
stitute the setting in which foreign 
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policy operates. Some of these factors 
are objective ones—they can be easily 
measured and compared; others are 
subjective and constitute a community’s 
image of itself in the world. Among the 
objective factors, the most important 
arc the nation’s economic strength, its 
geographic position, its military po¬ 
tential and technological skill, its cul¬ 
ture, and the diffusion of its culture 
in other parts of the world. The sub¬ 
jective factors arc primarily ideological; 
they can be studied with reference to 
the various elites of the system and to 
the particular conception the elites have 
of their country’s role in the world. 
Important among those elites is, of 
course, the political leadership. 

Subjective and objective factors con¬ 
stantly interact to give to foreign policy 
a dynamic and ever-changing pattern; 
however, such interaction may be im¬ 
peded for various reasons, so that 
“reality,” i.e,, the objective factor, may 
be at variance with “ideology,” i.e., the 
subjective factor. As we pointed out, 
this might be a tenable hypothesis 
for the study of French foreign policy 
in the twentieth century. 

The economic foundations 

The most significant feature of the 
French economy has been, until the 
last decade, its gradual decline. While 
industrialization made rapid strides 
forward throughout the nineteenth 
century in England, Germany, Japan, 
and the United States, and also in the 
Soviet Union in the twentieth century, 
France’s economy advanced at a snail’s 
pace. 

Yet France began with a marked 
head start over all other countries. 
During the Napoleonic era and until 
the middle of the nineteenth century 
France was one of the most economi¬ 
cally developed nations of the world. 
From then on, despite a wealth of 


resources and skilled labor, her econ¬ 
omy declined in comparison with al¬ 
most all the countries of Western 
Europe. Her total national income be¬ 
tween 1870 to 1940 rose by about 
80 per cent; that of Germany increased 
five times; that of Great Britain three 
times and a half. In the years between 
the two World Wars (1918—1940), 
investment declined to a point below 
zero—that is, France was living on her 
capital, using her factories and equip¬ 
ment without replacing them in full. 
She was going through a period of dis¬ 
investment. The destruction of World 
War II, estimated at appro.ximately $50 
billion, was an additional setback. With 
her industrial equipment destroyed or 
dilapidated and her transportation net¬ 
work paralyzed, France’s economy was 
in a state of collapse. 

There were many long-range fac¬ 
tors associated with this stagnation; 
notably, the very slow growth of popu¬ 
lation, a backward agriculture, the 
protectionist policies of the state, and 
finally the attitudes of the business 
groups. 

Population. In 1800, France had the 
largest population of any country in 
Europe and the Americas, excepting 
only that of Russia. The Napoleonic 
armies were recruited from, and sup¬ 
ported by, 26 million French men and 
women, when England had only 11 
million inhabitants, the United States 
five and a half million, and the German 
states, including Austria, about 23 mil¬ 
lion. France maintained the popula¬ 
tion advantage until about 1860, when 
she had about 38 million. From then on, 
her population remained virtually static. 
In 1940, for instance, it was almost 
exactly 40 million, while that of the 
United States was close to 150 million. 
Great Britain 50 million, Germany 
(West and East, but without Austria) 
65 million. In the years between 1930 
and 1940 the French population 
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actually declined—that is, there was an 
excess of deaths over births. Two wars 
had taken a heavy toll also of the young 
and active part of the population. The 
per cent of the aged (over 65 years) be¬ 
came disproportionately heavy, thereby 
contributing to economic stagnation. 

Af>ricultnr('. The agricultural prob¬ 
lem developed in the period between 
1K70 and 1940. The proportion of 
farmers—about 35-40 pi i cent of the 
active population—was the largest in 
Western Europe excepting Italy and 
Spain. Their productivity was one 
of the lowest in Europe. There were 
a great number of small marginal 
farms divided and subdivided into 
parcels to which new techniques and 
mechanization could not be applied. 
Until 1940, France used le.ss fertilizer 
than any other Western European 
country, and the use of tractors re¬ 
mained insignificant. 

Protectionism. That much of the 
population remained on relatively un¬ 
productive farms was due partly to the 
tariff policies of the state. Agricultural 
interests formed powerful lobbies which 
demanded and got a high protectionist 
tariff, sheltering French business and 
agriculture from foreign competition. 
They also received special subsidies 
and guaranteed price supports. Not 
only wheat producers and growers of 
beets (from which large quantities of 
alcohol arc distilled) profited from 
these measures, but also wine growers, 
fruit growers, and dairy interests. High 
tariffs also sheltered manufacturing 
concerns. The state was perpetuating 
and supporting a situation that conse¬ 
crated the weakness of the economic 
system. 

Bu.iines.’i attitudes. Industrialists and 
business groups did not show in France 
the initiative and willingness to take 
risks that we generally associate with 
a capitalistic system. Many business 
enterprises were family affairs. Produc¬ 


tion remained geared to a limited de¬ 
mand instead of seeking new markets. 
Profits were often “saved” instead of 
being re-invested. 

A particularly vulnerable sector of 
the economy was made up of the 
distributors. Large chain stores were 
the exception. Small merchants and 
shopkeepers eked out a living through 
a limited volume of trade. As a result, 
efficient techniques to reduce costs and 
bring down prices did not develop. Re¬ 
tail prices kept far ahead of wholesale 
prices, with the many middlemen who 
handled the product making small prof¬ 
its. This inflated unduly the price the 
consumer paid. In addition to the 
agricultural population, the “middle¬ 
men” in France represented an over¬ 
sized and relatively unproductive sector 
of the economy. I’hcy, too, organized 
in strong pressure groups and de¬ 
manded subsidies and protection. 

The end of World War II brought 
to light the weaknesses of the country 
and accentuated a number of them. 
The greater part of the foreign assets 
and investments of France had been 
wiped out; millions had lost their lives 
or health as a result of the war and 
the enemy occupation; the industrial 
equipment of the country had reached 
obsolescence. The tasks ahead were 
to stop inflation and put the currency 
back on a healthy basis; to rebuild the 
communication systems, the schools, 
factories, and homes; to improve the 
productive resources in order to bring 
production up to the prewar level and 
surpass it; and to rationalize and re¬ 
organize the agriculture. 

Geographic position 

France’s geographic position created 
contradictory interests and commit¬ 
ments. On the one hand, she has been 
a continental power with frontiers that 
include to the east, Belgium, Germany, 
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Switzerland, and Italy, and to the south¬ 
west, Spain; on the other hand, she has 
had a colonial Empire with possessions 
throughout Africa and in the Pacific, 
Indian, and Atlantic oceans. 

The French Empire had been de¬ 
veloped and consolidated by the end 
of the nineteenth century. On the con¬ 
tinent, the Spanish frontier, Belgium, 
and Switzerland presented no prob¬ 
lems. The threat came from Germany 
—a Germany that after 1870 had been 
unified; and after 1930—despite its 
defeat in 1918—confronted France 
once more with a population of some 
65 million and an economic and in¬ 
dustrial system more productive than 
her own. At the same time, the Empire 
required everlasting vigilance against 
potential marauders, particularly Eng¬ 
land, and against nationalist independ¬ 
ence movements. This required the 
maintenance of a strong army at home 
as well as a strong navy. The position 
of France, therefore, involved heavy 
economic sacrifices. 

This situation accounted for the ex¬ 
istence of two distinct mentalities 
within the French political leadership. 
One tended to favor a rapprochement 
with Germany. It was anti-British, since 
the traditional obstacle to French im¬ 
perial ambitions and naval power had 
been Great Britain. The other men¬ 
tality tended to emphasize the con¬ 
tinental position of France, to plead for 
a strong army, and to underplay her 
imperial commitments. It tended to be 
pro-British and anti-German. Neither 
point of view could or did prevail. 
Germany was naturally in favor of en¬ 
couraging France’s imperial commit¬ 
ments, in exchange for a free hand 
in Europe—^particularly in Eastern 
Europe and in the Middle East, which 
ultimately would endanger France’s 
position in Europe. England, on the 
other hand, was anxious to encourage 
France in her continental policy, with 


the full realization that a strong French 
army would be a deterrent against 
Germany and hence would allow Eng¬ 
land to concentrate on its naval 
strength and the development of its 
own Empire, ultimately at the expense 
of the interests of France in the world. 

From whichever point of view one 
looks at the situation as it developed in 
the latter part of the nineteenth century, 
one cannot help but realize that the 
French predicament was a serious one. 
France, more than any other country 
of the world, had to assume the heavy 
burdens both of a continental power 
and of an Empire. The end of World 
War II and the subsequent develop¬ 
ments indicate, as we shall see, that 
France stubbornly attempted to pre¬ 
serve both positions. 

Cultural diffusion 

It would hardly be an exaggeration to 
say that France was, in the nineteenth 
century, the cultural center of the 
world. In politics, art, literature, and 
education, French thought radiated 
everywhere. The French Revolution 
had given to the cause of freedom a 
clear-cut formulation which was carried 
to all parts of Europe by Napoleon’s 
armies. The French Napoleonic code 
was plagiarized by almost every Latin- 
American and European nation. The 
French language was the medium of 
communication in international con¬ 
ferences and the second language of the 
educated classes of the world. France’s 
philosophers, intellectuals, and scien¬ 
tists pioneered the cause of human and 
scientific knowledge. 

Innumerable cultural ties linked 
France with most other countries. Such 
links constituted, without any doubt, 
a capital that, like the Marseillaise, 
was just as important as ships and 
soldiers, or the investment of the Brit¬ 
ish merchants and storekeepers in the 
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British Empire. But it was the kind of 
capital whose logic calls for continuous 
reinvestment. It was also the kind of 
capital that tends to pervert the lender. 
With the relative decline of the French 
economy in the twentieth century, other 
nations began to attract scientists and 
intellectuals. The use of the French 
language in diplomacy and in other 
aspects of international re'.' ;ons began 
to be challenged. The French political 
system itself showed sign. strain, 
as her colonial policy revealed obvious 
incompatibilities with the universal 
ethical postulates that the French Revo¬ 
lution promulgated. The colonial elites 
who had studied in France and for 
whom French was a second language, 
chose to engage her in a dialogue in 
which the lessons they had learned be¬ 
came increasingly embarrassing for the 
teacher. But at the very moment the 
dialogue was engaged—particularly be¬ 
tween the colonies and the metropolis 
—French cultural pre-eminence had 
become permanent and incontrovertible 
in the minds of the French elites. It be¬ 
came a myth, an idee fixe, which could 
allow no exception and permit no argu¬ 
ment. French cultural supremacy was 
taken for granted. This produced in¬ 
numerable reflexes which account for 
some of France’s recent actions: 
her prolonged reluctance to change her 
policy with regard to the Empire; her 
extreme sensitivity to criticisms from 
abroad; a blind pride, considering her 
own system as superior to that of any 
other nation in the world; and finally 
a strong belief in the unique “mission” 
of France—to educate, to cultivate, 
to humanize. 

Persistent patterns 

A number of patterns underlie the 
French conception of foreign policy. 
In the nineteenth century they reflected 
France’s strength, but they slowly 


crystallized into dogmas and myths 
that were ultimately separated from 
twentieth-century reality. It is none¬ 
theless in terms of such myths that 
France’s post-World War II foreign 
policy has been shaped rather in terms 
of the new factors that developed partly 
as a result of the war and partly as the 
result of a number of social, economic, 
and ideological forces that stirred the 
world. 

The basic objectives of foreign 
policy remained: (1) the continuation 
of France’s imperial position and (2) 
continental stiength. The first meant, 
as wc have seen, the maintenance of the 
far-flung Empire with all the financial 
difficulties and obligations it entailed. 
Not for a moment was the notion of 
federalism and self-government for its 
members seriously entertained. The 
Empire was conceived as .a part of 
France’s mission and as a continuous 
challenge to French culture and in¬ 
fluence. The resurrection of France as 
a continental power was also an auto¬ 
matic reflex. No political leader doubted 
it. The end of World War II by the 
defeat of Germany was in a sense their 
revenge for the German occupation of 
France. Victory, it was thought, simply 
re-established the prewar balance. To 
implement France’s continental posi¬ 
tion, the same alliances with the West 
and with the East were contemplated— 
all of them directed against a Germany 
that lay prostrate and divided. The fact 
that the Soviet Union had gained a 
foothold in the heart of Europe did 
not alter for a long time the traditional 
French reflexes. Germany was the en¬ 
emy of France. A weak Germany and a 
Franco-Russian Alliance remained the 
condition of French security. When 
General de Gaulle visited Moscow and 
signed the Franco-Russian treaty in 
December 1944, he was preserving 
French security according to the best 
traditions of the nineteenth century. 
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Underlying his actions was the belief 
that France, with her Empire, secure 
from the resurrection of German might 
and German attack, was once more a 
great power ready to fill the power 
vacuum that lay in the heart of Europe 
and poised to throw her weight on one 
or the other side of the scale of the 
power conflict that emerged between 
the Soviet Union and the United States. 

THE SUBSTANCE OF FOREIGN POLICY: 
TRENDS AND PROBLEMS 

France has followed two basic foreign 
policy objectives ever since the 
eighteenth century. The first is the 
policy of natural frontiers and the 
second is the policy of what might be 
called European status quo, or balance, 
of power in Europe. 

According to the first objective, the 
natural frontiers of France have been 
on the Rhine and on the Alps. They 
include Belgium, Holland, Luxem¬ 
bourg, and the German territories that 
lie west of the Rhine. This was in¬ 
terpreted to mean that France’s 
strategic and military interests extended 
to those areas and no other power 
could set foot there without jeopardiz¬ 
ing her interests. The continuity of this 
policy is remarkable. Danton stated in 
1793: “The frontiers (of the Republic) 
arc marked by nature. . . . They arc 
the Rhine, the Alps and the Pyrennean 
mountains.” Clcmcnceau affirmed in 
1919: “The move towards the Rhine 
was the tradition of our ancestors. . . . 

It was the tradition to create a frontier, 
a true frontier marking the French 
territory. . . .” General dc Gaulle in 
1944 demanded in the name of a weak 
and defeated country: “The Rhine is 
French security and I think the security 
of the whole world. But France is the 
principal interested party. . . . She 
wishes to be solidly established from 


one end to the other of her natural 
frontier." ’ 

The policy of status quo, on the 
other hand, was based upon three as¬ 
sumptions that became in turn three 
basic policy-objectives. 

1. France was not interested in any 
European conquest. 

2. No single power should gain pre¬ 
ponderant strength in Europe. The status- 
ipio —consisting of a number of com¬ 
peting political units, small if possible— 
should be maintained so as to give France 
the role of an arbitrator. 

3. France became the protector of 
small states throughout Europe, since it 
was owing to the existence of many of 
them that she could effectively play the 
role of arbitrator and maintain her posi¬ 
tion of supremacy in Europe. “France, 
placed in the center of Europe, has the 
right to influence all the great develop¬ 
ments. Her King, like a supreme judge, 
can consider his throne as a tribunal 
established by Providence to guarantee 
the respect for the rights and properties 
of the sovereigns,” - wrote Vergennes in 
1777. This providential role of France 
has been restated many times. 

In 1919 the two policies converged. 
The theory of natural frontiers led to 
the demilitarization of the Rhine area, 
to the control of the Saar, and to the 
military hegemony of France over the 
Low Countries. The policy of the status 
quo, as redefined, led to an effort to 
divide Germany, the break-up of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire, and the 
establishment of a number of new na¬ 
tions all over Eastern and South-East¬ 
ern Europe, with which France estab- 

1 La Politique etrangere et ses fondements. 
See the excellent article by J. Raoul 
Girardet, “L’Jnflucncc de la tradition sur 
la politique elrangere dc la France,” (Paris: 
Armand Colin, 1954), pp. 143-163. 

2 Quoted by J. Raoul Girardet, op, cit. 
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lished close political, economic, ant*- 
military tics. Of course, a numb > ( 
other faclors entered into the p’ an . 
The Wilsonian idea of self-dete lii a- 
tion encouraged the cstablishr, nt of 
small states which France was .> tly too 
pleased to take under her pi cedon, 
while the creation of a nunibe: f small 
states east of Germany I n ed a 
cordon sanitairc against tde Soviet 
Union and at the same time pi .vented 
Germany from moving cast. 

By 1919, then, the two traditional 
French foreign policies had found a 
happy reconciliation. Despite a number 
of difiiculties (the dismemberment of 
Germany did not take place, for in¬ 
stance) the general settlement gave 
France both a position of preponder¬ 
ance in Europe and a great degree of 
security and safety. If only the world 
had stood still, France might have 
maintained that position. 

The policy of balance of power and 
security, in connection with Europe, 
also became France's world-wide 
policy. The Empire had been con¬ 
solidated by the end of the nineteenth 
century and World War I. The imperial 
and with it the world vocation of 
France continued side by side with its 
continental vocation in the years after 
World War II—years that we intend 
to discuss now. We shall divide our 
discussion into three parts: (A) France 
and Europe, (B) France and the 
Empire, (C) France and the World. 

France and Europe: the 
insoluble dilemma 

The immediate reaction of France after 
the Liberation was to attempt to re¬ 
establish her traditional position of 
security in Europe and of independ¬ 
ence as a world power. From 1944 
until mid-1947, a policy was followed 
that for all practical purposes was 
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identical to that of 1919. France pro¬ 
posed the following: 

1. The dismemberment of Germany and 
prolonged occupation of the country. 

2. Heavy reparations and light control 
of German industrial output. 

3. The reestablishment of French control 
in the area west of the Rhine by the 
detachment of these territories from 
Germany. 

4. A prolonged occupation, if not an¬ 
nexation, of the Saar. 

5. The independence of the small nations 
of Europe. 

6. An alliance with Russia directed 
against a threat to her security from 
Germany. 

7. An alliance with Circat Britain. 

Under the government of General 
dc Gaulle this policy was pursued with 
great tenacity. After the Liberation in 
December 1944, a Treaty of Mutual 
A.ssi.stancc was signed with the Soviet 
Union. The two countries agreed to 
take “all the necessary measures in 
order to eliminate any new menace 
coming from Germany and to lake the 
initativc to make any new effort of 
aggression on her part impossible.” 
(Art. 3). Immediately after the signa¬ 
ture of the pact. General de Gaulle 
declared: “Because two of the prin¬ 
cipal powers of the world—free from 
any conflict of interest in any part of 
the world—decide to unite under 
specific conditions, it does not mean 
that either the one or the other en¬ 
visages to organize the world and even 
its security without the help of other 
nations.” ^ 

But one might ask whether the haste 
with which General dc Gaulle went to 
Moscow to sign the treaty was not 
motivated by considerations other than 

^ Annee Politique, 1944-45, p. 89. 
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the security of France from an attack 
by Germany, which lay literally pros¬ 
trate before the Anglo-American and 
Russian armies. By the treaty with 
Moscow, France was indeed serving 
notice to her former British and Ameri¬ 
can allies that she intended to pursue 
an independent policy. 

Throughout 1946 every effort was 
made by France to gain the support 
of either the Soviet Union or the 
United States and Great Britain in the 
implementation of her German policy. 
Neither of her two allies, however, 
responded favorably, since they both 
hoped to see ultimately an economically 
and politically unified Germany on 
their side, something that would have 
meant the end of French aspirations 
for European security and leadership. 
When the Soviet Foreign Minister, 
Molotov, in July 1946 declared himself 
in favor of a politically unified Ger¬ 
many, the author of the Annee 
Politique, wrote: “There was reason 
for France, which could count on the 
support of her ally in the East against 
the Anglo-Americans, to be disap¬ 
pointed.” 

There were more disappointments to 
come. The Soviet Union feared that 
France would ultimately become part of 
the Anglo-American camp and refused 
to support her aspirations to see the 
Ruhr and the Rhine provinces detached 
from Germany. The Soviet-American 
conflict at the time revolved around 
the control of the whole of Germany 
and the prize was to their eyes far more 
important than France. By the time it 
became quite clear that the conflict 
could not be resolved except by a parti¬ 
tion of Germany, France discovered 
that her policy had failed. She had 
failed to gain the support of either the 
Soviet Union or the United States. 

* Annie Politique, 1946, p. 400. 


She was faced with the dilemma of 
either accepting the division of Ger¬ 
many into two zones, a division that 
could confront France with a highly 
industrialized and powerful Western 
Germany, or of following an inde¬ 
pendent policy by maintaining her oc¬ 
cupation of a small part of western 
Germany and the Saar. 

The Cold War and the development 
of Western alliances. The Cold War. 
whose origin can be traced to Yalta 
and Potsdam, erupted in the middle 
of 1947. Two conferences, held in 
M 0 .SCOW and in London, had failed to 
produce any kind of agreement on the 
problems of Germany. The lines were 
being drawn and the division of Ger¬ 
many into two zones—Soviet and 
Briti.sh-American—became a certainty. 
The conflict implied the strengthening 
of both zones and hence the develop¬ 
ment of a strong Western German Re¬ 
public with the support of the United 
States and England. 

France managed to maintain control 
over the Saar, but failed in all her 
other claims. After June 1947 the 
whole of Western Europe and Great 
Britain received massive American aid 
to develop their economy. In 1948 the 
Brussels Pact brought together the 
Benelux countries, France, and Great 
Britain. It provided for a permanent 
consultative council, for negotiations 
to promote economic development of 
the countries concerned, and a military 
clause calling for immediate consulta¬ 
tions to take common action against 
a German attack or aggression and to 
cope with a situation that constituted 
a menace to peace, no matter where it 
occurred or from where it came. In 
1949 the creation of a large military 
umbrella was logically called for. Not 
only the Brussels signatories but also 
all the Western countries, including 
ultimately Greece and Turkey, par- 
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ticipated. The United States became 
a permanent part of this alliance that 
continues in cfTcct today under the 
name of North Atlantic Treaty Or¬ 
ganization. Article 5 stipulated that an 
attack against any one of the signa¬ 
tories, either in Europe or in North 
America, would be considered to be 
an attack against all. It further 
provided (Art. 9) for a ; ermanent 
deliberative organization and the estab¬ 
lishment of a common miiita/y com¬ 
mand. Western Germany was originally 
excluded from NATO. 

'rhc.se developments determined 
France’s position. She became a mem¬ 
ber of NATO and of the various west¬ 
ern alliances, under the over-all leader¬ 
ship and military direction of the 
United States. Si.ch an alliance under¬ 
wrote her security and, in general 
terms, the integrity of her Empire. 
The exclusion of Germany continued 
to give her a strategic position in West¬ 
ern Europe and the semblance, if not 
the reality, of national power and 
independence. But the question of 
Germany’s future had been only post¬ 
poned. A military Western alliance 
without Germany hardly represented a 
solution of the problems of military 
defense. Furthermore, as the struggle 
between the East and the West not 
only continued but was intensified with 
the Korean War, the prize of Germany 
became more important for the two 
major opponents. For the United States 
the rearmament of Western Germany 
seemed, rightly or wrongly, the logical 
step for the construction of a strong 
defensive wall in the West against a 
potential Soviet attack. 

For France, however, such a re¬ 
armament was a threat. German eco¬ 
nomic development and the revival of 
German strength across the Rhine 
brought forth the traditional reflexes. 
Yet by 1950 or 1951, as we pointed 


out, there could be no imminent dan¬ 
ger to France’s security. The military 
alliance with Great Britain, the Brussels 
Pact, NATO, and the presence of 
American and British forces on the 
continent constituted adequate guaran¬ 
tees. Only France’s notions of inde¬ 
pendence and European supremacy 
were really at stake. A Western Alli¬ 
ance in which an armed Western Ger¬ 
many participated might come under 
the domination of the strongest country 
—Western Germany. 

The European Defense Community 
and its alternatives. The defensive ar¬ 
rangements of the Western world and 
the Atlantic powers did not include 
Western Germany. Yet W’estern Ger¬ 
man resources were considered indis¬ 
pensable by the United States. The 
problem, therefore, was to integrate 
Western Germany’s power within the 
frame of a Western alliance without 
alienating France and the signatories 
of the Brussels Pact. 

It was, strangely enough, the French 
who came forth with the answer: the 
creation of a Western European army 
—the European Defense Community 
—involving a genuine integration of 
national forces, a unified and, if pos¬ 
sible, a supranational command. The 
United States became convinced that 
such a policy was preferable to the 
rearming of Western Germany within 
NATO. There were many tangible in¬ 
dications of a widespread movement 
in favor of European cooperation. The 
Council of Europe had been established 
in 1949, representing the Western 
European nations, with a European 
Assembly; the Organization of Euro¬ 
pean Economic Cooperation was a 
European body studying the resources 
and needs of Western Europe and 
attempting to liberalize trade relations. 
The Western European Payments 
Union was functioning in order to con- 
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trol and regulate the deficits in the 
balance of payments of various Euro¬ 
pean countries. Above all, the Coal 
and Steel Community, initiated by 
France, had become a reality that in¬ 
volved a supranational authority with 
power to make decisions on matters 
of investment, production, and trans¬ 
portation of coal and steel among the 
six signatory powers—Western Ger¬ 
many, France, the Benelux countries, 
and Italy. The establishment of a Euro¬ 
pean army, ambitious though it ap¬ 
peared to be, was welcome in the con¬ 
text of these moves toward European 
cooperation and integration. 

No sooner had the European De¬ 
fense Community been announced and 
formulated than it provoked a storm 
of protest in France. The political par¬ 
ties were actively for or against it. 
Extreme right-wing and extreme left- 
wing parties joined hands against the 
Treaty, which was defended by a 
sharply divided center. To French pub¬ 
lic opinion the most controversial part 
of the Treaty was the envisaged Ger¬ 
man rearmament. A majority of the 
members of the National Assembly 
considered a German rearmament even 
within the EDC to be a direct challenge 
to French sovereignty, clearly spelling 
the end of France’s aspirations to re¬ 
main a leading European nation. The 
memory of Nazi Germany was too 
fresh in the minds of many; the possi¬ 
bility that Western Germany, once 
rearmed, might attempt to provoke a 
war with Russia in order to achieve 
its unification, and thus might drag the 
whole of Western Europe and France 
into a war, was pointed out; the as¬ 
sumption by Germany of a predomi¬ 
nant role in Europe, at a time when 
France was heavily engaged in protect¬ 
ing her Empire, was also mentioned. 
Each party and each parliamentary 
group saw specific reasons for refusing 
to accept the Treaty, while its propo¬ 


nents defended it also for difTcrcnl 
reasons. Since there was no genuine 
majority ■’ for or against the 1 reaty, 
it was on a procedural motion that, 
in August 1^54, the EDC was rejected 
by the French National Assembly. In 
the meantime all its prospective mem¬ 
bers had honored the signature of their 
governments. Only the French As¬ 
sembly used its constitutional preroga¬ 
tives and refused to ratify the Treaty. 
The rejection climaxed four whole 
years of equivocation. It was only in 
December 1954 that the National As¬ 
sembly, six months after defeating tlie 
EDC for fear of German rearmament. 
allowed Germany to become a mem¬ 
ber of NATO and to rearm herself 
within the context of the NATO alli¬ 
ance. 

A Third Force? While the EDC was 
being debated and criticisms against it 
multiplied, the movement in favor of 
neutralism assumed great importance. 
It is hard to define or describe it briefly 
without doing injustice to its manifold 
aspects and characteristics. Essentially, 
it was a movement that answered the 
profound hopes of the French people 
that, in case of war, France would be 
allowed to remain out of it. Some 70 
per cent of the French people answer¬ 
ing a poll conducted by the French 
Institute of Public Opinion expressed 
this hope in 1951, when the Cold War 
was at its highest. At the same time, 
neutralism was a movement that tended 
to reassert the traditional French 
claims of independence and balance 
of power. Since the world was divided 
between two camps, France alone, or 
France at the head of Western Europe, 

The division of the political system in 
Parliament and in the various coalition 
cabinets reflected very closely the division 
of the public opinion. In July 1954, 36 per 
cent of those asked were “for” or “rather 
for” the EDC; 31 per cent were “against” 
or “rather against” and 33 per cent did not 
answer. 
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could afford to say “A plague o’ both 
your houses!” and, if need be, to 
arbitrate between them. 

The neutralist position, advanced by 
the Communist Party and by some left- 
wing intellectuals, had other motives. 
Essentially, they wanted to weaken 
American predominance over Western 
Europe. Many of the left-wing intellec¬ 
tuals were motivated by Si: ler con¬ 
siderations: the independe; • e of the 
French nation to continue lo .ievelop 
her own way of life; the rejection of 
the realities of a bipolar world; an 
emphasis upon France’s cultural and 
intellectual vocation. For some, it was 
mere anti-Americanism and a declara¬ 
tion of France’s independence from 
American tutelage; for others, it was 
the belief that I'rance had more to 
gain than to lose from a pro-Soviet 
orientation; for many others, it was a 
constructive step towards the building 
of a solid Western alliance with Great 
Britain as a partner, w'hich would de¬ 
velop enough strength to play the role 
of Third F’orcc that France could not 
play alone. Neutralism and nationalism 
w'ere often linked. 

But the German problem was again 
an obstacle. A Third Force in Europe 
without Western Germany and without 
wholehearted British commitment 
could not be strong enough. A Third 
Force with Germany, however, was 
one in which Germany, rather than 
France, might assume a preponderant 
role. The real tragedy was that France, 
weak alone, found that any form of 
European integration and alliance un- 
derseored her weakness and subordina¬ 
tion—to the United States, to the 
Soviet Union, or possibly to England 
or Western Germany. By 1954. there¬ 
fore, France found herself, after inter¬ 
minable zig-zags, equivocations, and 
soul-searching, in the Atlantic camp to 
which a fifteenth member had been 
added—Western Germany, 


France and the Empire 

France emerged from World War I as 
one of the three big powers. Russia lay 
in the throes of Revolution; the United 
States still was unwilling to as¬ 
sume international responsibilities that 
involved continuous commitments 
abroad; elsewhere in the world, the 
stirrings of nationalist awakening were 
making themselves heard, but not suf¬ 
ficiently to cause concern to the colo¬ 
nial powers, of whom, England and 
France were the most important. 

The French Empire extended over 
every continent of the world. Its ad¬ 
ministration was a vestige of the 
Napoleonic conceptions of a highly 
centralized bureaucratic system—an 
administration in which Paris through 
the colonial officials made the ultimate 
decisions and legislated for the whole 
Empire. Its cementing ideology was 
that of “assimilation”—the notion that 
ultimately every inhabitant would be¬ 
come a French citizen and be repre¬ 
sented in the French Parliament—a 
notion at marked variance with the 
Anglo-Saxon conception according to 
W'hich political and cultural evolution 
of the colonial peoples would ulti¬ 
mately bring about political autonomy 
and self-government. 

In 1944. the basic charter of colonial 
policy had been drafted at the Brazza¬ 
ville conference. There it was decided 
that “the purpose of the civilizing work 
accomplished by P'rance in the colonies 
excludes any idea of autonomy, any 
possibility of an evolution outside of 
the French Empire. The establish¬ 
ment, even in the remote future, of 
‘self-government’ in the colonies must 
not be considered.”” In 1945, when 
a Trusteeship Committee was ap¬ 
pointed within the United Nations, the 
French made it quite clear that they 

® AnnSe Politique, 1944—45. 
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would not accept its jurisdiction. The 
Empire was French and hence a matter 
of domestic policy. 

In almost every case, the French 
insisted upon assimilation and mainte¬ 
nance of French sovereignty. In 1945, 
France refused to withdraw her army 
from Syria and Lebanon. Within a year 
she had to give in. In 1947, she refused 
to enter into negotiations with Ho- 
Chin-Minh and engaged in a war that 
lasted until 1954. The war in Indochina 
cost France more than a billion dollars 
a year, drained her of resources, re¬ 
tarded her internal investment policy, 
paralyzed her alternate plans for an 
economic and social reconstruction of 
the North African territories. It was pri¬ 
marily responsible for France’s inabil¬ 
ity to keep pace with German economic 
reconstruction in Western Europe. 

But the Indochinese war brought 
other problems to a head. In Algeria, 
Tunis, and Morocco, the independence 
movements were gaining strength. 
These movements, however, envisaged 
continued cooperation with France. In 
every case, the French political leaders 
and representatives and the various 
military leaders in command of the 
French troops reiterated the philoso¬ 
phy of the French vocation. Time after 
time, the legitimate interests of France 
were evoked. Time after time, the rep¬ 
resentatives of the French government 
and the Army intervened. By 1956, 
both Morocco and Tunisia became in¬ 
dependent. The refusal to grant self- 
government left only one alternative: 
secession. 

This situation was most evident in 
Algeria, where there has been a very 
strong movement in favor of self-gov¬ 
ernment since the period of the Libera¬ 
tion. It gained strength after the 
independence of Morocco and Tunisia. 
Yet there were many opportunities to 
cope with the Algerian situation, and 
progress had been made in 1947 when 


special legislation granting consider¬ 
able political autonomy to Algeria had 
been passed, although this legislation 
was never implemented. Claims of 
French sovereighty in Algeria and as¬ 
sertions that France “intends to stay 
there” made in the last years of the 
Fourth Republic sounded very similar 
to the assertions made for Syria, 
Lebanon, Indochina, Tunis, and Mo¬ 
rocco. 

France and the world: the vocation 
of greatness 

The explanation of the predicament of 
the French Empire lies in the postwar 
vocation of France to maintain her 
top-rank power status in the world. 
The French Empire, a French com¬ 
mentator wrote in 1947, in an excellent 
but highly optimistic analysis of the 
prospects of the French Union, “cor¬ 
responds without any doubt to the pro¬ 
found interest of France. . . . France 
cannot aspire to play an important 
international role except in terms of 
her ability to represent a powerful as¬ 
sociation of peoples.” 

The fate of France was invariably 
presented in terms of the destiny of 
the nation in the world. The answer 
was given in terms of traditional 
historical reflexes—France’s military 
power, her cultural superiority, her 
civilizing mission, and her Empire. 

Over and above these misconcep¬ 
tions the assessment of national strength 
was also couched in terms of nineteenth 
century imperial perspectives. The 
equation, however, was no longer valid 
in view of the development of colonial 
nationalism. The British saw in it 
something the French refused to real¬ 
ize: that to maintain an Empire by 
force is far more expensive, far more 

^ Annee Politique, 1947, “L’Union Fran- 
(aise, Bilan Politique de 1’Annee 1947,” p. 
275. 
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debilitating to a nation’s strength than 
to abandon it. 

THE LEGACY OF THE FOURTH 
REPUBLIC (1946-195^ 

Elements of stability 

Despite the divisions of the political 
system under the Fourth Republic and 
the fact that they often s] .lied over 
into the area of foreign |. li' v there 
was continuity in the pursuit of basic 
foreign policy objectives. The political 
elites, the political parlies—witii the 
e.xccption of the Comniunists—and 
public opinion remained steadfast in 
their attachments to the traditional in¬ 
terests of France, in spite of rapidly 
changing wxirld conditions. Discon¬ 
tinuities were occasionally introduced 
but only in the form of decisive choices. 
This was the case in 1954-55 with 
the termination of the Indochinese war, 
the granting of autonomy and later 
independence to Morocco and T unisia, 
and the Paris agreements that conse¬ 
crated Western German sovereignty 
and allowed for German participation 
in the NATO. The political system re¬ 
mained by and large committed to the 
following objectives: a) the mainte¬ 
nance of an Atlantic and world posi¬ 
tion that implied a weak Germany and 
a militarily independent France; b) a 
European rapprochement in terms of 
which France could gain strength at 
the head of Western Flurope; c) the 
maintenance of a top-rank world posi¬ 
tion. 

What has been called la politique du 
prandeur (the policy of greatness), 
according to which France’s vocation is 
that of a world power and therefore a 
partner in the development of world 
strategy or—under propitious condi¬ 
tions—an independent force, are ever 
present. General de Gaulle’s policy 
after his return to power on June 1, 


1958 has been a faithful expression of 
the broad objectives pursued by the 
political leadership of the Fourth Re¬ 
public. 

The Empire: the foundation of a 
new policy. If was only in the last two 
years of the Republic, between 1956- 
58, that French leadership decided to 
move ahead of the irresistible trend of 
colonial emancipation rather than at¬ 
tempt to oppose it. In 1956 the French 
Parliament began consideration of new 
legislation to pul an end to the theory 
and practice of assimilation. A loi- 
cadre (framework law) empowered 
the government to enact executive 
orders in order to give considerable 
autonomy to the African Republics 
and Matlagascar. They became semi- 
independent Republics with their own 
parliaments and responsible executives. 
France retained jurisdiction over im¬ 
portant areas of policy-making such as 
defense, foreign policy, trade and edu¬ 
cation. But the first path toward grad¬ 
ual poViiical emancipation had been 
made. It proved to be irreversible. 

Economic and military policy. The 
Fourth Republic also laid the ground¬ 
work of France’s economic and mili¬ 
tary recovery. The Atomic Energy 
Commissariat founded in 1945 con¬ 
tinued in operation throughout the 
years of cabinet instability and was 
endowed with adequate credits. The 
possession of an atom bomb in a world 
in which three powers had developed 
nuclear weapons became associated in 
the eyes of the French political leaders 
and public alike with France’s national 
independence and .security. Throughout 
the latter years of the Republic all 
governments favored the suspension of 
the fabrication of the bomb and the 
gradual destruction of nuclear weap¬ 
ons. Only if the latter condition were 
accepted would France be willing to 
abandon her cllort to manufacture and 
test the bomb. 
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Although favoring the Atlantic alli¬ 
ance, the political leaders of the Fourth 
Republic never agreed to play a sec¬ 
ondary role and acquiesce to American 
or British and American supremacy. 
They did not accept any genuine 
integration of military command within 
NATO and, alleging their colonial ob¬ 
ligations, insisted on maintaining 
autonomy over their military forces. 
They remained reluctant to permit the 
establishment of United States nuclear 
stockpiles on French soil or the con¬ 
struction of launching sites. The same 
fear of integration of the military forces 
applied to a purely European Army, as 
we have seen. 

Thus, while accepting participation 
in an Atlantic and European military 
alliance the French governments made 
sure that such alliances never took a 
form that undermined France’s inde¬ 
pendence and freedom to use her own 
military forces at her discretion. By 
the same token they were unwilling to 
participate in any defense system with 
the British and the Americans unless 
it gave France full and equal power on 
all global decisions and strategy. 

Public opinion. * Studies of opinion 
throughout the Fourth Republic indi¬ 
cate that there was a striking coinci¬ 
dence between the action of the politi¬ 
cal leaders and public opinion. French 
attitudes toward the Cold War, the 
Soviet Union or the United States, the 
problem of French military independ¬ 
ence and Western Germany and to¬ 
ward European cooperation show sta¬ 
bility and continuity. 

The Cold War. Generally the atti¬ 
tude of the French with regard to the 
Cold War can be summed up as one 

** I am indebted to the excellent summary 
of public opinion trends that appeared in 
the Sondages (Revue Frangaise de I’opinion 
publique), Nos. 1 and 2, 1958, La Politique 
etrangere de la France el I’opinion publique 
(1954-1957). 


of neutrality and considerable hostility 
to both protagonists. One out of every 
ten believed that the United States was 
to be blamed, two out of ten put the 
blame on the Soviet Union and four 
out of every ten on both. At the same 
time the French public thought that 
neither the United States nor the 
Soviet Union were doing all they could 
to avert the Cold War. Fifty-two and 
fifty-seven per cent of tho.se interro¬ 
gated in 1957 believed that the United 
States or the Soviet Union respectively 
were not doing as much as possible. 
From 1952 until 1957 the public, when 
asked to which camp France ought to 
belong, e.xpressed itself as follows; 
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Europe. While the French continued 
to fear Western Germany and to be 
reluctant to sec her rearm, there was 
a general resignation to Germany’s 
participation in European cooperation 
schemes. From 1947 until December 
1957 French public opinion favored a 
European Union. Fifty-five to seventy 
per cent were in favor and those op¬ 
posed never exceeded 21 per cent. In 
only two polls, taken in 1955, did less 
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than 50 per cent favor a European 
union. Support for the European Com¬ 
mon Mark, for the Schuman Plan and 
for the I'uropcan .Atomic Cooperation 
program was equally strong. The re¬ 
armament of Western Germany, how¬ 
ever, was considered until 1954 to be 
a “danger” and the general consensus 
favored a demilitarized Germany. In 
1955, 53 per cent were against the 
participation of Western Oermany in 
the defen.se of Western Eun.'.e 

Atomic weapons, NATO and the 
United States. Although opting for neu¬ 
trality and condemning the manu¬ 
facture and the potential use of atomic 
weapons, the French in December 
1957 favored “giving more attention to 
atomic weapons" for the defense of 
their country. Forty per cent were in 
favor; 20 per cent opposed and 40 per 
cent declined to answer. 

In December 1957 when the F'reneh 
were asked, “Under the present cir¬ 
cumstances how can France best as¬ 
sure her security?” Sixteen per cent 
favored the maintenance of the existing 
alliances in western Europe, within 
NATO and with the USA; 5 per cent 
favored a military alliance limited to 
Western Europe only; 21 per cent 
favored a general security system in¬ 
cluding the United States, Western 
Europe and the Soviet Union; and 34 
per cent favored withdrawal from all 
alliances and the assumption of an in¬ 
dependent and neutral posture. 

In the same context the general 
reaction of the French public with re¬ 
gard to NATO was one of indilTcrencc. 
Not more than 50 or 60 per cent pre¬ 
pared to answer on the basis of any 
knowledge of the organization. Of 
those answering only a small percent¬ 
age favored the organization and con¬ 
sidered it important for the security 
of France. Such a reaction was not 
caused by the intervention of the 
United States in the Suez expedition or 


the delivery of arms to I'unisia—gen¬ 
erally considered to be acts inimical 
to France. It stemmed primarily from 
the realization that the United States 
was exerting too much influence on 
French foreign policy. Forty to 42 per 
cent of the French interrogated be¬ 
tween 1952 and December 1956 
found that the United States had too 
much influence. In the same manner, 
more than 60 per tent believed in 
1956 and 1957 that France was not 
treated by the United States as an 
equal in matters concerning the two 
countries. Some 27 to 40 per cent 
believed that Americans and French 
had common interests while some 25 
per cent believed that the interests of 
the two countries were different. More 
than 33 per cent of those asked in 
December 1956 believed that a Euro¬ 
pean union would diminish American 
influence and 35 per cent of them be¬ 
lieved that such a diminution of Ameri¬ 
can influence would be “a good thing.” 

I'hus throughout the period of the 
Fourth Republic, the public, even if 
badly informed, reacted with a re¬ 
markable degree of unity in favor of 
neutrality and European cooperation; 
feared Germany; suspected NATO and 
in general agreed that independence 
and security can be based on.'y on 
national strength and freedom of ac¬ 
tion. Despite an underlying realization 
of France's reduced world status the 
public continued to cling to the image 
of a strong and independent France. 
They deplored the reduction of French 
strength and accepted European unity 
as an instrument for the realization of 
national security vis-a-vis both the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 

Foreign Service. An important factor 
in the continuity of the French foreign 
policy was the existence of a small but 
competent body of civil servants at¬ 
tached to the Ministry of Foreign Af¬ 
fairs. A hard core of some 4000 foreign 
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service officers constitute the adminis¬ 
trative network of the foreign service. 
About a thousand are in Paris and 
roughly three thousand scattered over 
the various embassies, legations, con¬ 
sulates and other foreign services. They 
are admitted into the foreign service 
on the basis of hard competitive ex¬ 
aminations and since 1945 all candi¬ 
dates complete two or three years of 
study in the National School of Ad¬ 
ministration. Thus a greater percent¬ 
age of candidates of modest fortune 
may enter the foreign service. Less than 
5 per cent of the applicants pass the 
examination, thus maintaining a high 
level of intellectual competence. 

The structure and the personnel of 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has 
not undergone serious modifications in 
the last century. The consular and the 
diplomatic corps have been combined, 
and a number of foreign service person¬ 
nel were purged after the Liberation. 
The organization of the Ministry con¬ 
tinues to be based on functional rather 
than geographic divisions: the General 
Office of Political and Economic Af¬ 
fairs, the General Office of Personnel 
and General Administration, the Gen¬ 
eral Office of Cultural and Technical 
Affairs, the Office of Administrative 
and Social Affairs, the Office of Proto¬ 
col, the Archives and the Legal Service 
section. However, there arc certain 
broad geographic subdivisions: a) 
Europe and European organizations, 
b) Asia and Oceania, c) Africa and 
the Middle East, d) America. 

The hard core of the foreign service 
has been a stable and an efficient body 
but has shared and in a way con¬ 
tributed to the perpetuation of many of 
the myths on which French diplomacy 
has been based, such as the supremacy 
of French culture and the top rank of 
France. What is more, it has remained 
for a long time, because of the educa¬ 


tion of many of its officers, tradition- 
bound and excessively legalistic in its 
approach and mentality. Problems have 
been considered in legal terms, not in 
terms of the dynamics of the ever- 
changing power relations in our 
world.® 

A “new" economic policy. There 
was a clear perception among most of 
the political leaders of the I'ourth Re¬ 
public that France could not recover 
its prewar position without drastic 
economic effort. A rapid modernization 
of the French economy and a gradual 
movement toward increasing European 
cooperation were required. A strong 
France in a well-integrated western 
European ecemomy could be far 
stronger than if she acted alone. There¬ 
fore the Fourth Republic, after many 
equivocations, moved after 1956 in the 
direction of the European Economic 
Market, providing for liberalization of 
trade, lowering and ultimately elimina¬ 
tion of all tarilTs, and free movement of 
capital and labor among Western Ger¬ 
many, Italy. France, and the Benelux 
countries. The European Market 
Treaty was signed in Rome in 1957 and 
put into elTcct on January 1, 1959. 

The hepinninii of economic moderni¬ 
zation. The task facing the country 
immediately after World War II was 
thus twofold: Reconstruction and pro¬ 
ductive investment, to renew the in¬ 
dustrial equipment of the nation and 
to expand its weak sectors. This was 
the objective of the first “Monnet Plan” 
(1947-50). 

Programs for production and mod¬ 
ernization for .v/jc ha.\ic industries — 
coal-mining, electric power, steel, ce- 

® As Professor J. B. Duroselle points out, 
“. . . the service remains a caste ever prone 
to believe in its omniscience.” Kertesz and 
Fitzsimons (ed.) Diplomacy in a Changing 
World (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of 
Notre Dame Press, 1959), p. 227. 
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mcnt, farm machinery, and internal 
transportation—were adopted for 1947, 
1948, 1949, and 1950. 

The following output targets were 
set for 1950: production of 65 million 
tons of coal; rapid increase in hydro¬ 
electric power to generate electricity— 
25 billion kilowatt hours; production 
of about 12 million tons of steel; 
production of 50 thousand tractors a 
year; rapid increase in exports, and 
training of skilled workers. 

Many of these targets were not 
achieved by 1950, partly because of 
lack of vigorous administration of the 
plan; partly because t»f the inflation 
that undermined economic progress; 
partly because of social unrest and 
strikes. Yet, despite the remarks of 
many critics, a beginning had been 
made. A second and third “plan” were 
developed and began to build upon 
healthier foundations. Their cumula¬ 
tive impact began to make itself felt 
by 1955-56. Whatever the weak¬ 
nesses of the Fourth Republic; w'hat- 
ever the vacillations of the various 
governments, mas.sivc public invest¬ 
ment was followed scrupulously, and 
expansion and growth became the 
commonly accepted policy. In 1956- 
57 the impact of the economic plans 
was clearly discernible. France was 
modernizing fast at a tempo that began 
to compare favorably with that of 
Germany in the years between 1952- 
56. By 1958 the gross national product 
had gone up by 65 per cent while the 
population also began to grow, register¬ 
ing a rise for the first time since 1870. 
It grew by about 10 per cent since the 
end of the war, and it should reach 
about 47 million by 1970. 

Elemenis of instability 

The governmental institutions of the 
Fourth Republic affected adversely the 


implementation of the long-range ob¬ 
jectives, but only to a degree. Despite 
cabinet instability--there were twenty 
cabinets under the Fourth Republic— 
foreign policy was directed by only 
a very small number of Foreign Min¬ 
isters. Under the Fourth Republic there 
were, in all, five Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs: Robert Schuman and Georges 
Bidault (from the MRP), Edgar Faiire 
and Pierre Mendes-France (from the 
Radical .Socialists), and Christian 
Pineau of the Socialist Party. Divisions, 
however, in domestic and colonial is¬ 
sues and growing parliamentary inter¬ 
ference provided .serious internal diffi¬ 
culties and a marked immobility in 
policy-making. This was tlic cause, for 
instance, of the equivocation on the 
European Defense Community. Cab¬ 
inet instability undermined consistency 
in implementation. 

The formulation of foreign policy, 
like the formulation of any other policy 
at the governmental level, involved the 
cooperation of the Prime Minister and 
his Cabinet with the Parliament. As a 
result, its formulation suffered because 
of certain inherent weaknesses of the 
governmental process in France. These 
weaknesses were (1) the coalition 
character of the Cabinet, and (2) 
Cabinet instability. 

Coalition Cabinet. In France the 
Cabinet was and to a great extent con¬ 
tinues to be composed of the leaders 
of a number of political parties. Ever 
since the establishment of the Third 
Republic hardly a party or a combina¬ 
tion of two parties managed to provide 
a majority in the legislature. The Cab¬ 
inet was a coalition of the leaders of 
many parties and groups. As a result, 
the desired homogeneity of views upon 
policy in general and upon foreign 
policy in particular was lacking. Very 
often the members of one and the same 
Cabinet held opposing views on mat- 
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ters of foreign policy. That happened, 
for instance, between 1952 and 1954 
when members of the same Cabinet 
were in favor and against the European 
Defense Community. 

Cabinet Instability. In France, the 
average life of a coalition Cabinet has 
been short. In the last two decades of 
the Third Republic the average life of 
a Cabinet hardly exceeded eight 
months. From the establishment of the 
Fourth Republic to the beginning of 
1958 there were 18 Cabinets. The suc- 
ces.sion of Cabinets at this rate was 
responsible for the following conse¬ 
quences; 

a) Lack of continuity in the imple¬ 
mentation of foreign policy objectives. 

b ) Lack of planning on policy-goals. 

Both these evils were to some degree 
alleviated as we have noted by the 
relative independence of the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs and by his continuity 
in office. However, this continuity in 
office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
could not compensate for the evils of 
Cabinet instability, sinec issues of for¬ 
eign policy could not be dissociated 
from other issues of policy. They were 
part of a whole that engages the Cab¬ 
inet and, as a result, called for a com¬ 
mon Cabinet policy and planning. 

The only two semipermanent co¬ 
ordinating cabinet committees were 
(1) the “general secretariat attached to 
the Organization of European Eco¬ 
nomic Cooperation (OEEC),” com¬ 
posed primarily of civil servants of the 
various economic Ministries, and (2) 
the “permanent secretariat of the Na¬ 
tional Defense,” operating under the 
Ministry of the National Defense—^a 
staff organization with rather limited 
functions and a turbulent history of 
continuous reorganizations. All the 
other existing coordinating organiza¬ 
tions operated either at the administra¬ 
tive level and were composed of civil 
servants or were ad hoc organizations 


formed to deal with a particular prob¬ 
lem. As Profes.sor Duroselle pointeil 
out, “there were no coordinating agen¬ 
cies between the different bureaus of 
the Quai d'Orsay (the Ministry of For¬ 
eign Affairs) and the other Minis¬ 
tries.” There were some ministerial 
committees, but, because of the insta¬ 
bility of the Cabinet, they were just as 
short-lived as the Cabinet itself. Fur¬ 
thermore, there was no permanent 
planning agency. To quote again Pr(>- 
fessor Duroselle, “the most striking 
fact is the complete absence of plan¬ 
ning organisms. French policy was or¬ 
ganized exactly as if decisions were to 
be taken on a day-to-day basis.” “ 

'I'he only planning agencies that ex¬ 
isted. it may be argued, were the Min¬ 
istry of Foreign Affairs and the Cabi¬ 
net as a whole. But the first, as we have 
pointed out. was unable to cope with 
the volume and the complexity of the 
work involved, while the instability of 
the latter made planning in foreign 
policy impossible. It was generally ad¬ 
mitted that since the Liberation France, 
despite the continuity of her objectives, 
had no foreign policy on many, grave 
matters that concerned her. There were 
many Algerian policies, a number of 
European policies, a great number of 
North African policies, succeeding each 
other, but never forming a whole and 
never followed in terms of a coherent 
plan. 

Such a situation could not but invite 
growing parliamentary interference, 
which aggravated the situation. Dis¬ 
agreements on foreign policy inevitably 
reached the Parliament and became in 
turn matters over which political 
parties and parliamentary groups took 
sides, thus intensifying party warfare 

Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, “L’^laboration 
de la politique ctrangcre frangaise,” Revue 
Frangaise de la Science Politique, VI, No. 3 
(Juillet-Septembre 1956), 418. 

11 Ibid., p. 516. 
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in the National Assembly, causing b . - 
quent dislocations of the cxis*i ig 
majorities, and accentuating Ca' et 
instability. 

Conclusion 

Tenacity and continuity in ' per¬ 
ception of common goals; in,* lity to 
implement these goals beeausi )f great 
disparity between aspiration a . i icans 
—a disparity brought about by ■ »c in¬ 
fluence of stronger powers, notably the 
United States—or inability created 
by the sharp internal divisions that 
produced discontinuities and vacil¬ 
lations in the over-all foreign policy 
tactics—this is perhaps the best way to 
summarize the foreign policy of France 
in the twelve-odd years of the Fourth 
Republic. 

It was only at the very end that, 
after numerous setbacks, a new note 
of realism was injected into the rela¬ 
tions between France and her western 
neighbors. The domestic economic ef¬ 
forts were beginning to pay off, and the 
French business elite became increas¬ 
ingly reconciled to the notions of de¬ 
colonization and of European unity. 
The Schuman plan had functioned 
moderately well, and the prospect of 
an enlarged European Market began 
to appeal to many French manufactur¬ 
ers and to undermine the traditional 
protectionist mentality of business 
groups. By 1957 most political parties 
were willing to go along with the estab¬ 
lishment of the European Common 
Market. For many, however, close eco¬ 
nomic and political European coopera¬ 
tion implied something else—the crea¬ 
tion of a strong European bloc, 
possibly under the leadership of France, 
that would give her an opportunity to 
play a genuinely independent role in 
world affairs. 

Colonial disengagement, economic 
modernization, the abandonment of a 


protectionist economic policy, the rapid 
development of resources including the 
discovery of rich deposits of oil and 
gas both on the soil of France and in 
Sahara, were beginning to provide for 
a sense of strength and recovery where 
in the past there had been only a feel¬ 
ing of weakness and frustration. The 
dismal way in which the f ourth Re¬ 
public came to an end and the diffi¬ 
culty of finding a solution to the 
Algerian problem did not hide from the 
vast majority of French men and 
women the promise that lay ahead. 

THE FIFTH REPUBLIC AND 
GENERAL DE GAULLE 

I he failure of the Fourth Republic to 
translate rapidly and effectively into 
action the commonly shared foreign 
policy objectives was one of the major 
reasons for its downfall. France’s 
diminished status in the world, the suc¬ 
cessive defeats or withdrawals in the 
many and elusive colonial wars, the 
failure of France and Great Britain in 
Suez, the growing strength of Western 
Germany in NATO and in western 
Europe under a stable political leader¬ 
ship, were all factors in the growth of 
a spirit of nationalism in the country, 
contrasting sharply with governmental 
instability. Parliament and coalition 
cabinets continued to mirror the peren¬ 
nial and multiple divisions of the body 
politic at the very time when the public 
demanded unity and the realization of 
national objectives. 

Whatever the factors and the im¬ 
mediate causes associated with the up¬ 
rising of May 13, 1958 in Algeria, it 
was to General de Gaulle that most of 
the political groups and leaders turned. 
Army officers, veterans, the political 
parties from the Socialists to the In¬ 
dependents, a great number of in¬ 
tellectuals—some with considerable 
misgivings—turned to de Gaulle as the 
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symbol and the person around whom 
this new spirit of French nationalism 
could find expression. The Fifth Repub¬ 
lic is de Gaulle, and its policies and 
objectives are those of General do 
Gaulle. 

The basic assumptions 

De Gaulle’s basic assumptions, what 
we may call his over-all philosophy, 
begin and end with the notion that there 
is one social force—the reality of the 
nation (le fait national) —that over¬ 
shadows all others. No other force or 
forces, ideological, social, or economic, 
have succeeded in undermining the 
nation-state as the focal point of the 
ultimate loyalty of man. 

From the postulate of national 
reality a number of inferences flow. 
They do not always have the logical 
consistency that an academician would 
desire; but consistency is not a neces¬ 
sary ingredient of statecraft. Situations 
change so fast in our world that the 
only consistency lies in the ability to 
adjust.^- Consistency means in the last 
analysis realism. Yet the inferences that 
follow from the postulate on national 
reality constitute guides to action and 
must be spelled out. 

The reality of the nation and the 
means of achieving independence. The 
reality of the nation requires power in 
order fully to manifest itself. Survey¬ 
ing the world situation before VE-day 
de Gaulle could not restrain his bitter¬ 
ness. “How dull is the sword of France 
at the time when the Allies are about to 
launeh the assault of Europe.” *•* 
Though not the only one, the basie 

’- Almost always, for instance, de Gaulle 
in speaking on international issues will in¬ 
sert the phrase “given the present conditions 
in the world,” or “in the actual state of de¬ 
velopments,” or “with things being what they 
arc.” 

13 Memoircs, Tome 2, p. 245 


ingredient of power is the military. In 
the ruins of France after the Liberation 
de Gaulle set himself to recreate the 
French Army. He was haunted with 
the certainty that the allies were block¬ 
ing his cITorts because they w'crc unwill¬ 
ing to allow France to develop the mili¬ 
tary strength that would enable her to 
become an equal. When the matter of 
Germany's occupation seemed in doubt 
he ordered his divisions into the Ger¬ 
man soil, suspecting, perhaps rightly, 
that the allies might prevent France 
from participating in settling the future 
of Germany and remembering also that 
in war possession is nine-tenths of the 
law. His vision remained the same 
throughout the months following the 
Liberation—to recreate the French 
Armed Forces. When there was not 
enough gas to heat the French stoves, he 
established a Commission for Atomic 
Energy. 

But there arc other important fac¬ 
tors in the equation of power. De Gaulle 
recognizes many and has used them 
all: alliances, diplomacy and skill in 
negotiations, cultural relations, spiritual 
influence, economic resources, and 
population. 

A strong ingredient of power, indeed 
the only valid expression of a nation, 
is the state and its political organiza¬ 
tion. Gaullist revisionism both before 
and throughout the Fourth Republic 
was predicated upon de Gaulle’s ideas 
about world relations and the role of 
the French nation. To play the proper 
role France needed a strong state. In 
this state one man, the President of 
the Republic, should make foreign 
policy on behalf of the nation—the 
“real France”—incarnating the national 
interests over and above the welter 
of particular interests and ideological 
factions. 

A third ingredient of power that 
de Gaulle has evoked very frequently 
since he returned to office has led him 
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to follow policies to which he seemed 
firmly opposed only ii decade ago. 
This is what he calls the imperative of 
the }>rands ensembles —of the “great 
wholes.” Nations must establish co¬ 
operative “wholes” that prov'de the 
structural bases and the resources for 
the economic development and defense 
of each one and all. This is not contrary 
to his emphasis upon national unique¬ 
ness, nor docs it lead him to tfk .spousal 
of projects of military integt; '!.)!'. The 
building of large wholes creates more 
than an alliance and less than a feder¬ 
ation. It is a close association and co¬ 
operation between nation-states which 
by pooling some of their resources find 
the strength to sustain a common pur¬ 
pose. Whether it stems from a profound 
realization on de Gaulle's part of con¬ 
temporary economic trends or is simply 
a tactical answer to the “two great 
empires” (the Soviet Union and the 
United States), whether it applies to 
Western Europe or to the French 
Community, he has been one of its 
most forceful advocates, reminding the 
African Republics time after time that 
independence nowadays is a fiction un¬ 
less sustained by strength and that 
strength can never be attained by small 
geographic political fragments that go 
under the name of sovereign states. 

The idea of balance. De Gaulle's 
emphasis upon the reality of the na¬ 
tional phenomenon and its concomitant 
accessories—power, both military and 
political—leads him to a theory of 
international relations that is often re¬ 
ferred to as “realist.” International rela¬ 
tions is an arena of conflict in which 
every participant nation-state attempts 
to maximize its strength at the expense 
of the other. Every political leader¬ 
ship, no matter what ideology inspires 
it, acts in terms of national considera¬ 
tion. // so, it is only power that can 
check power—and the only possible 
international world is one in which an 


equilibrium of powers /v reached. This 
leads de Gaulle to follow conclusions 
that directly shape his actions. 

The present baiance is unnatural, 
precarious and unwise. Unnatural be¬ 
cause it involves a growing bipolariza- 
tion and satellization of the world 
which is inconsistent with the secular 
realities and interests of nations; pre¬ 
carious because it involves a continuous 
“brink” for the big and small nations; 
and, finally, unwise because, if allowed 
to continue, it gives to the tw'o of the 
less qualified nation-states—the United 
States and the Soviet Union—full 
liberty to act: independence to decide 
their fate and with it the fate of the 
world. 

Both the American and the Russian 
efforts are expressions of national 
pow'er, in one form or another, and 
de Gaulle has no illusions about either. 
If they are allowed free sway they might 
enter upon armed conflict. If they find 
a temporary accommodation it will be 
in order to establish a joint hegemony 
over the W'orld. Either case will be to 
the detriment of the other nation-states 
and, of course, of France and Europe. 
This can be avoided only by creating a 
balance of power consistent with the 
growing realities of the world, in which 
the economic and political development 
of Europe is bound to play a growing 
role. 

General de Gaulle's conception of 
a “balance” has been a permanent trait 
of his thinking and action ever since he 
became a public figure. It has taken a 
number of forms. 

In the third volume of his Memoires 
de Gaulle pointed out that the only 
w'ay to keep Russia out of the heart of 
Europe was to dismember Germany. 
By doing so the threat of a new Ger¬ 
many would be eliminated, alleviating 
the fears of the Soviet Union and 
the eastern European nations. More¬ 
over, a treaty with the Soviet Union 
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directed against the revival of German 
power would free her to pursue her 
other world obligations. It was the 
failure of Yalta to revive the pre- 
World War II arrangement in Europe 
that also accounted for the bitter 
denunciations against the settlement. 
Though France received a number 
of compensations, perhaps far be¬ 
yond what French leadership had a 
right to expect in terms of the reality 
of the power relations at the time, 
Yalta became slowly identified with a 
betrayal of Europe and France by the 
“Anglo-Saxons.” 

De Gaulle made an open offer to 
Churchill in November 1944 to com¬ 
bine forces so that the two countries 
with their far-flung Empires would be 
able to act independently of the 
Russians or the Americans. It is worth 
quoting his remarks to Churchill; 

You can see, France is beginning to 
recover. But whatever my faith in her is, 

1 know that she will not recover soon her 
former strength. You, English, will finish 
this war on the other hand with glory. 
But nonetheless your relative position may 
well be weakened in view of your losses 
and sacrifices, the centrifugal forces that 
undermine the Commonwealth and above 
all the ascendancy of America and Russia, 
and later on of China. Well then, our 
two ancient countries are both weakened 
at the time when they are to confront a 
new world. . . . But if England and 
France agree and act together in the 
future negotiations, they will have enough 
weight to prevent any decision that will 
not be acceptable to them. ... It is this 
common will that must be the basis of the 
alliance that you are proposing to us. . . . 
The equilibrium of Europe ... the 
guarantee of peace on the Rhine, the in¬ 
dependence of the states on the Vistula, 
the Danube and the Balkans, the keeping 
on our side of the peoples to whom we 
opened up civilization in all parts of the 


world, the organization of the nations in 
a manner that will provide something else 
than a battlefield for the quarrels of the 
Russians and the Americans, finally the 
primacy in our policy of a certain con¬ 
ception of man, despite the progressive 
mechanization of the societies. ... is it 
not true that these arc the great interests 
of the Universe? These interests, let us 
put them together and safeguard them to¬ 
gether.'^ 

A third scheme involved an alliance 
with the Soviet Union, directed against 
German recovery and guaranteeing the 
status quo of Europe. Speculating be¬ 
fore his trip to the Soviet Union in 
December 1944, only a few weeks after 
he had made his offer to Churchill, 
dc Gaulle writes wistfully, “Perhaps it 
might be possible to renew in some 
manner the Franco-Russian solidarity, 
which even if misunderstood and be¬ 
trayed in the past, was nonetheless 
compatible with the nature of things 
both with regard to the German danger 
and the Anglo-Saxon efforts to assert 
their hegemony.” 

A fourth and perhaps more per¬ 
sistent effort to recreate a balance is 
the revival of Europe as a “Third 
Force.” Definition of what “Europe” 
exactly means to de Gaulle is a difficult 
matter. In his Memoires he spoke of 
an organization of the peoples of 
Europe from “Iceland to Istanbul and 
from Gibraltar to the Urals.” Some¬ 
times Russia is part and sometimes it 
is not, though emphasis is often put 
on the European destiny of Russia. 
Sometimes it is western Europe and 
sometimes the whole of Europe. Some¬ 
times Europe implies the necessity of 
a dismembered Germany, sometimes a 
divided Germany and sometimes a 

Memoires, Tome 3, p. 52 (author’s 
translation). 

t5 Memoires, Tome 3, p. 54 (author’s 
translation and italics). 
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Franco-Gcrman rapprochement without 
qualifications. Two things arc certain: 
Europe, whatever it is, is distinct from 
the “Anglo-Saxon powers.” It is also 
separate from Soviet Russia, without, 
however, excluding under certain con¬ 
ditions the Euiopcan position of Russia 
and hence its participation. 

With the economic recovery of West¬ 
ern Germany and the continuing divi¬ 
sion of this country into tv\i blocs— 
dc Gaulle’s conception of E i opc be¬ 
came clearer. A strong France in West¬ 
ern Europe can assume tlie leadership 
of the Western bloc and speak for it. 
But to be strong in Western Europe 
France must maintain good relations 
with a Western Germany that is never 
to be allowed, however, to match 
France’s leadership. So underlying the 
new conception ol balance in which 
Western Europe is perhaps to become 
for the first time a genuine Third Force, 
there is always an emphasis upon 
France's interest which means France's 
strength. A leader of Western Europe, 
FTance, can put all her weight, in the 
name of the new force, in world strategy 
and world leadership. 

In the name of balance dc Gaulle 
has in the course of less than twenty 
years envisaged the following alliances: 
(a) with the British in order to create 
an independent bloc vis-a-vis the Rus¬ 
sians and the Americans; (b) with the 
Soviet Union in order to maintain 
French supremacy in Europe vis-a-vis 
Germany; (c) with all against the 
revival of a unified militarized and 
strong Germany; (d) with Western 
Germany and the West European states 
in order to create an independent bloc 
—a Third Force in Europe that might 
lead to drastic changes in the balance 
of power. 

A new style 

Harold Nicolson in his The Evolution 
of Diplomacy distinguishes between the 


“old” diplomacy and the “new.” The 
distinction has both procedural and 
substantive traits. Substantively the old 
diplomacy assumed the primacy of 
Europe, the objective gradation of na¬ 
tions in terms of power and the re¬ 
sponsibility of the big powers for the 
course of international events and, more 
particularly, for matters of peace and 
war. Proccdurally the old diplomacy 
used diplomacy and negotiations and 
shied away from appeals to world 
opinion, large conferences, and ideo¬ 
logic confrontations. The “new” diplo¬ 
macy is the work of secular forces that 
changed the balance of forces. Europe 
was progressively overshadowed. It was 
also the work of Wilson in introducing 
diplomacy by conference, in utilizing 
ideological slogans, and in strcs.sing the 
equality of all nations. 

All of dc Gaulle’s sympathies remain 
with the old diplomacy. While conced¬ 
ing basic alterations to the balance of 
forces that ought to be considered, he 
has no patience with the new pro¬ 
cedures. The Old Concert of Europe, 
he is willing to concede, ought to be¬ 
come the new Concert of the World in 
which the United States has a perma¬ 
nent place—perhaps also with China 
and even India. But “Europe” is still in 
his mind a dominant, perhaps under 
the proper conditions the dominant, 
force. The powers that have global in¬ 
terests and global responsibilities arc 
few; they must continue to play a lead¬ 
ing role in all matters of international 
relations and particularly in matters of 
war and peace. 

Negotiations and carefully prepared 
treaties must be once more the rule. 
Such negotiations must be conducted, 
as in the past, by experts, in secret, and 
communicated at the appropriate time 
to parliaments and the public. Neither 
the United Nations as organized today 
nor the various summit meetings past. 
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present, or future have appealed to 
de Gaulle. In his press conference of 
November 10, 1959, he specifically 
criticized assemblies whose only pur¬ 
pose seemed to be the airing of 
grievances and the agitation of public 
opinion. Again, when France decided 
no longer to provide funds for the 
United Nations operations in the 
Congo, dc Gaulle explained in his press 
conference of April 11, 1961 why 
support had been withdrawn. The 
Security Council, where decisions were 
to be made by five big powers, had lost 
virtually all power, he said. Power had 
shifted to the General Assembly. “It 
[the General Assembly],” he pointed 
out acidly, “has assumed all powers. 
It can deliberate on everything.” This 
Assembly will soon consist of some 
120 states “many of which arc im¬ 
provised states and believe it their duty 
to stress grievances or demands with 
regard to the older nations. . . .” The 
meetings of the United Nations “are 
no more than riotous sessions. . . 
“As the United Nations,” he concluded, 
“becomes a scene of disturbance, con¬ 
fusion, and division, it acquires the 
ambition to intervene in all kinds of 
matters.” France, he hinted, would 
maintain its aloofness toward “these 
United, or Disunited, Nations.” At 
the end of July 1961, France refused to 
acknowledge the competence of the 
United Nations in dealing with the 
France-Tunisian conflict in Bizerte. 

The execution of treaties must be 
constantly in the hands of the Great 
Powers; their good faith must be taken 
for granted, and sanctions must follow 
any breach. Action, however, must be 
based in all events upon the free ex¬ 
change of information by those con¬ 
cerned and must be taken in terms of 

10 News conference of April 11, 1961, 
translated by the French Embassy, Service dc 
Presse et d‘Information. Speeches and Press 
Conference, No. 162, pp. 7-8. 


the global interests of all concerned. 
As in the years between the two wars, 
today the French position remains: that 
matters of war and peace are both 
global and indivisible. Regional alli¬ 
ances, like NATO, must be put in this 
context. 

De Gaulle’s actions ever since he 
assumed the Presidency—indeed, ever 
since he returned to power on June 1, 
1958—exhibit all the traits associated 
with the “old” diplomacy: his firm 
commitment to European revival under 
the leadership of France; his emphasis 
upon global responsibilities and global 
strategy of the Great Powers; his un¬ 
derplaying of the United Nations and 
NATO (to the extent to which it con¬ 
secrates the hegemony of the Anglo- 
Sa.xons and allows only them, especially 
the United States, freedom of action); 
and, above all, the exclusive jurisdic¬ 
tion he has assumed as President of the 
Republic for foreign affairs. 

The new style is reflected in the 
constitutional arrangement and institu¬ 
tional development of the Fifth Repub¬ 
lic. 

The new Constitution. The Con¬ 
stitution of the Fifth Republic pro¬ 
vides that the Cabinet “shall determine 
and direct the policy of the nation” and 
“it will be responsible to Parliament.” 
“The Prime Minister is responsible for 
national defense.” (Art. 20 and 21.) 
The President of the Republic, on the 
other hand, “shall be the guarantor of 
the national independence, of the 
integrity of the territory, and of the 
respect ... of treaties.” (Art. 5.) He 
“shall negotiate and ratify treaties” and 
“he shall be informed of all negotia¬ 
tions leading to the conclusion of an 
international agreement. . . .” (Art. 
52.) All major treaties, however, must 
be “ratified by law.” (Art. 53). 

The contrasts with the constitutional 
arrangement of the Fourth Republic lie 
primarily in the conception of the role 
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of the President. He was given both 
implicitly and explicitly broader powers. 
The President is the guarantor of the 
national integrity, the commandcr-in- 
chief presiding over the meeting of the 
various defense councils, with large 
emergency powers. He is the “mod¬ 
erator”— arhitre —making presumably 
final decisions whenever tiierc appears 
to be division and conflict in the coun¬ 
try or his Cabinet. He has the power 
to dissolve the legislature and to appear 
to the public in a referenduni asking 
the people to endorse or to reject his 
policy. 

Under de Gaulle, the Presidency has 
become the coordinating oflice for the 
major decisions: military policy, for¬ 
eign policy, and colonial policy includ¬ 
ing the Algerian problem. Cabinet 
meetings have been relegated to a 
simple role of execution and im¬ 
plementation of the decisions made by 
the President and his immediate ad¬ 
visers. De Gaulle is not simply “in¬ 
formed” of foreign policy negotiations. 
He negotiates directly with foreign rep¬ 
resentatives, Prime Ministers, and 
heads of State; he outlines the goals 
of the government—at times taking 
even the Cabinet and the Prime 
Minister by surprise. Matters pertain¬ 
ing to NATO, to the tics among the 
members of the Common Market, to 
negotiations concerning suspension of 
atomic tests, to the advisability of a 
Summit meeting—all arc decided by 
General de Gaulle. 

In order to implement the per¬ 
sonal character of his foreign policy, 
de Gaulle has sought to strengthen the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and, at the 
same time, remove foreign policy issues 
from legislative interference. The new 
Minister of Foreign Affairs is a career 
diplomat (for the first time in many 
decades), a former Ambassador to 
Washington, London, and Bonn. For¬ 
eign policy matters arc coordinated and 


handled through the Ministry and the 
Foreign Service under the over-all 
supervision of de Gaulle. 

The role of Parliament is greatly 
diminished. Negotiations and policy 
formulation are kept secret in the best 
tradition of the old diplomacy. Only 
general developments and over-all 
policy issues have been discussed in 
Parliament. Since the c:stablishment of 
the Fifth Republic, there have been at 
least five major foreign policy debates, 
lasting two or three days each. “De¬ 
bate,” however, is limited to the exposi¬ 
tion of the Prime Minister’s or the 
Minister's views and to foreign policy 
pronouncements by various party lead¬ 
ers. The government has not allowed, 
as a rule, a vote to follow the discus¬ 
sions. 

The parliamentary committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the National Assem¬ 
bly has heard the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs frequently, and many questions 
on foreign policy have been addressed 
to the Prime Minister and the Minister. 
Answers and controversy have been 
perfunctory, however. Since the possi¬ 
bility of engaging the responsibility of 
the President of the Republic and the 
Cabinet is lacking in the first case and 
highly restricted in the second, debate 
is little more than academic. 

Occasions for the expression of dis¬ 
satisfaction have not been lacking. For 
instance, when the debate on the gov¬ 
ernment’s program on atomic weapons 
and the development of a retaliatory 
atomic force for France took place in 
connection with the voting of military 
credits, the Senate twice defeated the 
measure that had been passed in the 
National Assembly. The opposition in 
the National Assembly had the op¬ 
portunity to introduce a motion of 
censure which was endorsed on the last 
two occasions by 215 and 217 votes— 
some 60 votes short of the required 
majority to bring the Cabinet down. 
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Dissatisfaction with the President’s for¬ 
eign policy also takes a covert form in 
the Cabinet, as in the case of the “dis¬ 
missal” of the powerful Minister of 
Finance, Antoine Pinay, early in I960. 
It was common knowledge that Pinay 
was in disagreement with de Gaulle’s 
NATO policy. 

Realism and the vocation of greatness 

Without abandoning the basic objec¬ 
tive of French independence and na¬ 
tional power, de Gaulle has been able, 
since his return to power, to inject into 
France an clement of realism that was 
lacking in the past. This is only too 
clear with regard to the colonial and 
economic policy he has pursued. 

/I Iberia and the Empire—the end of 
Empire. In 1958 General de Gaulle 
pledged to all overseas territories a 
new political arrangement—the French 
Community—and if they wished it, 
their independence. All of the terri¬ 
tories, with the exception of Guinea, 
entered the French Community. They 
became Republics federated with 
France. They were governed by the 
President of the French Republic, who 
was also President of the Community, 
with the assistance of an Executive 
Council which consisted of the Presi¬ 
dent of the Republic, a number of 
French Ministers charged with com¬ 
mon Community affairs, and the Prime 
Ministers, or their delegates, of the 
African Republics and Madagascar. A 
“Community Senate” with primarily 
consultative powers was also estab¬ 
lished, as well as a “Community 
arbitration court” for the purpose of 
hearing and passing on controversies 
among the member states. 

In the course of 1959-60 the Com¬ 
munity was abandoned. It still exists 
in name but its institutions have been 
set aside. Speaking in Dakar, Senegal, 
in December 1959 de Gaulle promised 


to grant “international sovereignty”— 
that is, complete independence to all 
the African territories. Special accords 
between France and the member 
states were passed and ratified by 
the French parliament, providing for 
diverse modes of cooperation between 
France and the individual Repub¬ 
lics in the domain of economic, social, 
cultural, and military affairs. All 
provisions can be renegotiated and 
possibly cancelled by new accords in 
the future. All African Republics have 
become independent and all of them 
with the exception of Mauritania (be¬ 
cause of a Soviet veto) have become 
members of the United Nations as in¬ 
dependent individual states with the 
freedom to vote as they please at the 
United Nations Assembly and par¬ 
ticipate in its organs and specialized 
commissions. 

Thus France under de Gaulle put 
an end to colonialism. In doing so she 
improved her position in Africa where 
she is assured of a reservoir of good¬ 
will. Large subsidies to the African 
Republics and Madaga.scar guarantee a 
good rate of modernization and in¬ 
dustrialization there which is bound 
to favor French trade and investments 
in Africa and improve the living stand¬ 
ards of the Africans themselves. Thus 
politically and economically the road 
was paved for better relations. 

Algeria. In Algeria, where a power¬ 
ful French minority and a strong Army, 
acting both as a political force and a 
veto group, continue to be strongly 
entrenched, progress has been slow. 
The action of the government can be 
divided into two areas: political and 
socio-economic. Its first task was to 
reassert its authority over the Army 
and the French settlers. This entailed 
the dismantling of a number of para¬ 
military organizations among the set¬ 
tlers, transfers of generals and officers, 
and the elimination of the Psychological 
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Warfare Bureau of the Army responsi¬ 
ble for propaganda and indoctrination 
of the Algerians. It was not until Janu¬ 
ary 1960—and more particularly April 
1961—when faced with open defiance 
by the settlers in the form of an armed 
uprising and later by a military putsch 
against his new policy of self-determi¬ 
nation for Algeria that de Gaulle moved 
to take these steps. I hc leaders were 
arrested and brought to tria' The civil 
authority reasserted its clain (>vcr the 
military and the delegates c-i I'le gov¬ 
ernment in Algeria began to assume 
responsibility in the nanje of de Gaulle 
and to issue orders to the Army. 

Self-determination. Public opinion 
among the settlers became hostile to 
de Gaulle's policy, and the Army con¬ 
tinued to be a threat to his authority. 
The reason was the policy of self- 
determination for Algeria announced in 
September 1959, in which he rejected 
the policy of “integration” of Algeria 
w'ith France advocated by the over¬ 
whelming majority of settlers, and 
offered to let the Algerians (French 
.settlers and Moslems alike) decide 
their own political future in a special 
referendum to be held after the cessa¬ 
tion of hostilities. They could choose 
between integration, local autonomy, 
and independence. 

But de Gaulle’s policy of self- 
determination was associated with rigid 
conditions. He refused to recognize the 
rebel organization that had called itself 
since September 1958 the “Provisional 
Government of the Algerian Republic.” 
He refused to negotiate directly with 
them or meet with any of their dele¬ 
gates; to consider negotiations on any¬ 
thing but the conditions of “a cease 
fire” which, he made clear, would 
entail the laying down of arms by the 
Algerian rebels. He dismissed the idea 
of Algerian elections under United 
Nations supervision and rejected the 
demand of the rebels that the French 


Army be withdrawn. Even if Algeria 
were to opt for independence the 
French interests (including the oil 
wells, installations, and pipe lines) and 
the rights of French citizens—“who 
wished to remain French”—were to be 
safeguarded. In June 1960 delegates 
of the Provisional Government visited 
Paris but de Gaulle refused to .sec them. 
Only cease-fire talks would be con¬ 
sidered by the French government. No 
political negotiations were to be under¬ 
taken. The Algerians withdrew their 
delegates and the rebellion went on. 

In order to bolster his position and 
at the .same time to indicate that those 
opposed to his policy were only a 
minority, a referendum on “self-de¬ 
termination” was held on January 8, 
1961, in which his policy was over¬ 
whelmingly endorsed in metropolitan 
F-ranec. De Gaulle spoke of an 
“Algerian Algeria” and took his policy 
before the Algerians themselves in a 
trip that provoked wild demonstra¬ 
tion, riots among the settlers, and a 
widespread indication that the Moslems 
favored independence. 

The rebel “government” urged the 
Moslems to boycott the referendum— 
which they did in large proportions. 
The African Republics, Tunisia, and 
Morocco remained in sympathy with 
the cause of Algerian independence. In 
the United Nations there W’as increas¬ 
ing pressure in favor of a settlement. 
It became clear that de Gaulle’s gov¬ 
ernment had to negotiate with the 
rebels. The first genuine effort was 
made in the summer of 1961 but 
proved to be unsucces.sful. 

Despite the uncertainties and the 
slow progress made, de Gaulle’s ac¬ 
complishments should not be under¬ 
estimated. The ideas of self-determina¬ 
tion and of “Algerian Algeria” have 
irreversibly changed the situation and 
have paved the way to Algerian in¬ 
dependence. This he admitted finally 



86 


ROY C. MACRIDIS 


and unqualifiedly in his press con¬ 
ference of April 11, 1961. If the 
Algerians were anxious to have their 
“internal and external sovereignity.” 
France would not oppose it. Echoing 
some of the anti-colonialism of the 
business groups, he pointed out that 
“Algeria costs us much more than she 
is worth to us.” French policy and 
interests favor decolonization so that 
France can build her own resources at 
home and develop into a modern and 
strong nation. He pointed out that some 
people say that cither “the Soviet 
Union or the United States—or both at 
once—would try to take France’s place 
in the territories from which she with¬ 
drew.” His answer: “1 wish both of 
them a lot of fun.” 

Socio-economic policies. The socio¬ 
economic policy of the government for 
Algeria was announced in de Gaulle’s 
speech delivered in September 1958 
that became the basis of the so-called 
Constantine Plan. It proposed an exten¬ 
sive transformation and modernization 
of the economy, more jobs for the ever- 
expanding Algerian population, and 
comprehensive social measures in the 
direction of equalization of the in¬ 
come of the Moslems with the French. 
The plan provided 1) an increase in 
the wages and salaries paid out in 
Algeria; 2) the distribution of some 
670,000 acres of land to Moslem farm¬ 
ers; 3) a five year plan at the end of 
which the Sahara oil and gas would be 
made available to Algerian industries 
and factories; 4) the development of 
steel and iron production centers; 5) 
the building of housing for about one 
million people; 6) the construction of 
roads, ports and airports. It was hoped 
that these measures would provide em¬ 
ployment for about 400,000 workers. 

Service de Presse et d'Information, 
Speeches and Press Conference, No. 162. 


Longer-range plans were studied by 
the special commission of the Con¬ 
stantine Plan: to provide for one mil¬ 
lion new jobs uithin a period of ten 
years and to raise the average standard 
of living of Algerians by about 5 per 
cent every year. New villages were to 
be constructed to resettle the popula¬ 
tion that had been affected by the fight¬ 
ing or remowd by (he Army from cer¬ 
tain regions for .security and other rea¬ 
sons. Continued attention was paid to 
agricultural production and the train¬ 
ing and education of civil servants and 
skilled workers. 

Thus a major effort to “modernize” 
Algeria appears to have been on the 
way, which, again, barring a full-scale 
civil war, seems irreversible. The 
wealth of the Sahara in oil and gas 
will sooner or later make itself felt in 
the industrial and economic life of the 
region, and the economic effort made 
by the French will inevitably benefit the 
Algerian people. An independent Alge¬ 
ria will, without any doubt, prove to be 
one of the most powerful and mod¬ 
ernized countries of Africa. 'I'his in 
turn only underlines the urgency and 
the significance of a political settle¬ 
ment. The uprising of powerful seg¬ 
ments of the Army at the end of April 
1961 indicated also that the military 
in Algeria had not been brought under 
control yet, thus endangering any po¬ 
litical settlement with the Algerian Pro¬ 
visional Government that may be 
reached. 

The national economy. For three 
years after de Gaulle’s return to power 
the economic development of the coun¬ 
try continued to improve. I'hc improve¬ 
ment was partly due to the measures 
suggested by a “special” committee of 
experts appointed by General de 
Gaulle when he returned to power. It 
proposed an “austerity” program de¬ 
signed to eliminate inflationary tend- 
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encies and to restore monetary stability. 
As stated by General dc Gaulle him¬ 
self, this plan aimed “to restore to 
France its international status” in the 
economic field and “to establish the 
nation on a foundation of truth and 
severity, which alone can enable it to 
build its prosperity.” 

In order to achieve a sounder mone¬ 
tary position and a better competitive 
position of French goods in foreign 
markets, the franc was devalued again 
in December 1958 by 17.5 per cent. 
France restored convertibility of the 
franc, thus giving foreign companies all 
guarantees necessary to enable them 
freely to invest and remit profits. For¬ 
eign capital began to flow into the 
country, contributing appreciably to the 
improvement in the balance of pay¬ 
ments. 

The new price of the franc made it 
again possible to liberalize trade, and 
enabled France to fulfil its commit¬ 
ments towards its Common Market 
partners. On January 1, 1959, France 
implemented in full the European Com¬ 
mon Market Treaty provisions for the 
reduction of customs duties and the 
liberalization of trade. 

Moreover, as the devaluation had 
lowered prices of French goods, the 
country’s foreign trade improved rap¬ 
idly. In May 1959, for the first time 
in a very long period, France’s for¬ 
eign trade balance showed a surplus. 
Exports rose at a rapid rate. Industrial 
production, after a slight decline which 
lasted until the beginning of 1959, re¬ 
sumed its upward trend, and was fol¬ 
lowed by a steady rate of increase that 
averaged 6-7 per cent. 

The Yocafion of greatness 

The Memorandum of September 24, 
1958. Immediately after his return to 
power, de Gaulle had asserted that it 


was not the purpose of France to limit 
her foreign policy “within the confines 
of NATO.” Four days before the ref¬ 
erendum on the Constitution of the 
Fifth Republic he addressed a memo¬ 
randum, which is still technically 
secret, to Henri Spaak, Prime Minister 
Macmillan, and President Eisenhower 
only. It is, however, common knowl¬ 
edge that the memorandum was a 
diagnosis of the problems facing NATO 
and a statement of French policy. 
De Gaulle indicated the common re¬ 
sponsibilities imposed upon the alliance 
in case of war but pointed to the in¬ 
equality in armaments and, what is 
more, the inequality in the power to 
make decisions among the allies. 
Events in Egypt contrasted sharply 
with those in the Near East and 
Formosa. He proposed, therefore, the 
establishment within NATO of a "direc¬ 
torate” of three—England, France and 
the United States—with the responsi¬ 
bility of elaborating a common mili¬ 
tary and political strategy for the whole 
of the planet, the creation of allied 
commands for all theaters of operation, 
and joint strategy deliberations and de¬ 
cision for the use of atomic weapons. 
“The European states of the con¬ 
tinent,” he stated on April 11, 1961, 
“. . . must know exactly with which 
weapons and under what conditions 
their overseas allies would join them in 
battle.” Thus he reminded President 
Kennedy, who was to visit him within a 
matter of weeks, that “the threats of 
war are no longer limited to Europe” 
and that NATO should accordingly re¬ 
vise its organization to meet joint non- 
European problems. There was also 
a threat in the memorandum: France 
would reconsider its NATO policy in 
the light of the response of England 
and the United States. 

Though ostensibly addressing prob¬ 
lems related to NATO, de Gaulle was 
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actually attempting to place France at 
a level to which no other European 
power in NATO could aspire. NATO 
was to remain a regional organization, 
but with three of its members—^France, 
England, and the United States—^jointly 
in charge of global strategy. The three 
great powers were, in the best tradition 
of the “old” diplomacy, to be in charge 
at the NATO level of the Atlantic prob¬ 
lems and jointly in charge of planetary 
strategy. De Gaulle has remained 
adamant. When his suggestions were 
rejected, France withdrew the Mediter¬ 
ranean Fleet from NATO command; 
she refused to integrate her air defense 
with NATO; she prevented the build¬ 
ing of launching sites and the stock¬ 
piling of atomic warheads over which 
she could have no control. But this 
attitude against military “integration” 
was to bring France in conflict with 
West Germany. This became painfully 
evident during the visit of Adenauer 
in the first week of December 1959, 
and throughout 1960, when de Gaulle 
and his advisers talked freely about 
an “independent” Western European 
strategy and apparently foresaw even 
the possibility of the withdrawal of 
American forces. 

The ‘‘Bomb” Since the allies seemed 
unwilling to subordinate use of atomic 
weapons to a “directorate,” France 
proceeded with the explosion of her 
own atom bomb. A number of addi¬ 
tional reasons were given; the uncer¬ 
tainty about the use of the bomb by 
the United States except in self-defense; 
the need of a French deterrent; the in¬ 
jection of a new pride and a higher 
morale in an army that had experi¬ 
enced one frustration after another, and 
finally the worldwide commitments of 
France. 

As long as other powers have nu¬ 
clear weapons the only policy con¬ 
sistent with French interests, according 


to de Gaulle, is to develop nuclear 
strength. The French position at the 
Geneva disarmament conference con¬ 
tinues to favor the liquidation of stock¬ 
piles and delivery missiles before the 
suspension of manufacturing and test¬ 
ing of nuclear weapons. 

The European Common Market. 
De Gaulle’s enthusiasm for the Com¬ 
mon Market was motivated in part by 
economic reasons and by considera¬ 
tions favoring the development of a 
European “whole.” The crucial reason, 
however, was political. It gave him a 
bargaining position with the British in 
respect to the demands of the Memo¬ 
randum of September 24 and a number 
of other issues, notably Berlin, atomic 
weapons, and the agenda of the ill-fated 
summit conference of June 1960. In 
repayment for Adenauer’s participation 
in the Common Market and as a com¬ 
promise to their disagreements about 
the extent and nature of military inte¬ 
gration in NATO, de Gaulle became a 
staunch supporter of the Berlin status 
quo. However, he also accepted the 
existing frontier arrangements of Po¬ 
land. Many still think, on the basis 
of his Memoires, that he continues to 
consider the future of Germany to 
be the crucial problem of our times, 
and they believe that under no cir¬ 
cumstances is he prepared to make any 
concessions to Germany other than on 
Berlin—^which has only a symbolic 
value and does not alter the balance of 
forces. 

Thus de Gaulle emerges today in 
control of an array of strong bargain¬ 
ing weapons in order to accomplish 
what he sought in the year after Libera¬ 
tion—the realization of a top rank for 
France. With England he appears as 
the leader of the Six in Western Europe 
with growing political ties, bent on 
what has haunted British policy-makers 
for so long—the creation of a Con- 
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tincntal bloc whose attractiveness for 
other European nations may be great. 
Against Germany he holds the trump 
of Berlin, promising not to accede to 
the more flexible British policy and to 
remain the champion of the status quo. 
Vis-a-vis the United States, de Gaulle 
holds in his hands the fate of NATO, 
central in our Atlantic policy. Stra¬ 
tegically, whatever the changing nature 
of warfare, France remains th.e corner¬ 
stone of a European shield against 
Soviet threats. Against the Soviet 
Union, finally, dc Gaulle can threaten 
full integration in NATO or remain 
adamant on the Berlin question. 

Each threat holds a promise: to Eng¬ 
land the broadening of the European 
Market to include other nations and 
England itself; to the United States 
and West Germany full military par¬ 
ticipation in NATO; to the Soviet 
Union a new agreement that will con¬ 
secrate the status quo in Europe, un¬ 
dermine NATO, and give de Gaulle 
the uncontested leadership in Western 
Europe and the time to develop a con¬ 
structive policy at home and in North 
Africa while continuing his close ties 
with the former Empire. 

As Andre Fontaine wrote with 
justice in the influential Le Monde,^^ 
“Everything is aimed to accomplish an 
objective, however remote. A Europe 
to its full geographic limits, with 
African, Near Eastern and—who knows 
—South American extensions. ... A 
Europe that will no longer be divided 
between American and Soviet zones of 
influence, a Europe which might even 
receive Russia the day it becomes 
‘Russian’ as it is predestined by history, 
a Europe that will once more become 
the nerve center of the world and which 
might if it were necessary arbitrate 
between the great empires.” De Gaulle, 

Monde, March 10, 1960. 


like the other French political leaders, 
cannot envisage such a Europe except 
under French leadership, so that 
France in the name of Europe will have 
attained the rank of world power and 
full independence. 

Thus the vocation of greatness con¬ 
tinues to be the central part of French 
foreign policy. Relying upon national 
strength and nuclear weapons, count¬ 
ing upon the development of a modern 
economy which already begins to 
compare very favorably with that of 
Great Britain and Western Germany, 
dc Gaulle believes that France is creat¬ 
ing a Third European Force that will 
ultimately be able to arbitrate between 
the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Ever since dc Gaulle returned to 
power, he has pursued this objective 
with unrelenting effort, thus stretching 
the limits of French strength and ac¬ 
centuating, even with France’s im¬ 
proved economic status, the disparity 
between objectives and capabilities. 
Despite his ability and great popularity 
—dc Gaulle in foreign policy matters 
is truly a national spokesman—the 
difficulties ahead arc many. The 
Algerian rebellion is not settled; an 
intransiseant attitude has led him to 
armed conflict with the Tunisian Prime 
Minister Bourguiba over the status of 
the French naval base of Bizertc, thus 
undermining beyond repair France’s 
position in North Africa and threaten¬ 
ing seriously France’s relations with 
the African republics; the Army, the 
most important ingredient of national 
power, continues to be in a rebellious 
mood that neither atomic weapons nor 
his prestige have quelled; military ex¬ 
penditure continues to be inordinately 
high. But above all, de Gaulle’s per¬ 
sonal government cannot outlive de 
Gaulle! The vision of a strong France 
that he has symbolized may again haunt 
France in the future. 
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Jfortign ipolicji ot the 
German Jfctoal 'Republic 


THE HISTORICAL SETTING 
AND BASIC ATTITUDES 

In all countries the making of foreign 
policy is influenced by the legacy of 
the past. Among the small groups of 
inlluential persons as well as among 
the broad masses of the voters, mem¬ 
ories of the past help to shape the 
images of what foreign policy is and 
what it could be. Such memories guide 
men’s imagination as to what tasks 
any present or future for¬ 
eign policy could accom¬ 
plish, what persons and 
institutions should ac¬ 
complish them, and by 
what methods. People 
turn to memories for 
answers to their basic 
questions: “Who are 

we?” “What do others 
expect of us?” and “What should 
we expect of ourselves?” In all coun¬ 
tries, memories thus fashion expecta¬ 
tions; everywhere they influence the 
interplay between foreign policy and 
the on-going process of national self- 
perception and self-definition. In Ger¬ 
many, however, these historical mem¬ 
ories arc in some respects more self- 
contradictory than in any other large 
country. 


The heritage of memories 

From the tenth to the thirteenth century 
the medieval German Empire was the 
leading power of Europe and claimed 
the symbolic and, at times, the actual 
leadership of Western Christendom. 
For another three centuries, from the 
thirteenth to the sixteenth century, 
German princes and cities, German 
knights and German merchants were 
predominant in Central and Eastern 
Europe without finding 
serious rivals. Genera¬ 
tions of German school 
children have had im¬ 
pressed upon them those 
three centuries of univer¬ 
sal greatness, and those 
six centuries of unchal¬ 
lenged German predomi¬ 
nance in Central Europe; 
but they have been given a far less clear 
picture of the processes that were at 
work in the centuries of decline and 
catastrophe that followed. 

By the sixteenth century, Germany 
had had no effective central govern¬ 
ment for almost three hundred years, 
without suffering until then any serious 
risk of foreign military invasions; but 
with the rise of more effectively or¬ 
ganized states in Western Europe this 
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situation changed. France, at times 
allied with Sweden, fought the Spanish 
and Austrian empires on German soil 
for almost two centuries, leaving the 
country divided into innumerable inde¬ 
pendent states. The political fragmen¬ 
tation of Germany was made far deeper 
by the religious cleavages of the Ref¬ 
ormation of the early sixteenth century, 
which left the German people approxi¬ 
mately two-thirds Protestant and one- 
third Catholic. In the same period the 
routes of world trade shifted away from 
Central Europe to the Atlantic coast 
and to the ocean lanes to the countries 
overseas. These economic processes 
were subtle and anonymous, but their 
results were disastrous and conspicu¬ 
ous, like the decline of a patient who 
is weakened by a serious disease of 
which he remains ignorant. In any case, 
it seemed as if the world were turning 
cold and hostile toward Germany. 
Many of the prosperous German cities 
declined while French and English 
trade centers increased in size and in¬ 
fluence. These unfavorable economic 
developments left the German middle 
class economically and culturally back¬ 
ward, as well as politically weak and 
lacking in self-reliance, during the time 
when the middle classes became more 
prosperous and more self-reliant in the 
West. 

Throughout the sixteenth and seven¬ 
teenth centuries German states, Ger¬ 
man cities, and German politics re¬ 
mained on the whole petty; no effective 
economic or political centers for the 
entire area developed. In spite and 
because of this situation a new concept 
—“Germany” {Deutschland )—came 
into use, and a vague notion spread 
that the Germans were a single people 
with some sort of common identity, 
some common destiny, and some com¬ 
mon need for safety and prestige. 

Early in the seventeenth century, 


when economic decline and political 
frustration had become well established 
on the German scene, the full force 
of political catastrophe struck. In the 
Thirty Years War from 1618 to 1648 
about one-third of the German people 
perished in a war waged essentially by 
foreign countries for reasons of Euro¬ 
pean power politics, with no significant 
result for the German people other than 
sufferings and devastation. During the 
rest of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries Germany remained a battle¬ 
field of foreign powers; in the course 
of these two centuries Germans ac¬ 
quired an image of Germany as the 
“land of the middle,” helplessly ex- 
po.sed to attacks, surrounded by hostile 
powers, and condemned to he the per¬ 
petual victim of foreign aggressors be¬ 
cause of her own lack of unity, organiza¬ 
tion, and concentrated military power. 

By the end of the eighteenth century 
two major patterns of response to this 
situation had become widespread. One 
pattern consisted in accepting the polit¬ 
ical and religious division of the coun¬ 
try, and the almost total absence of 
significant military power on the part of 
most of the petty states into which the 
country was divided. Resigned to view 
politics as hostile and evil—as already 
Martin Luther had pictured it—some 
Germans felt free to concentrate their 
energies on diligent productive work in 
trades and crafts, in economic activity, 
and perhaps most important of all, in 
the arts and sciences. 

A contrasting but related pattern of 
response developed in the state of 
Brandenburg-Prussia: if politics was 
evil, force and cunning were its only 
realistic methods. This view stressed 
the strengthening of the state as the 
only organization that could safeguard 
the survival of the individual in a world 
of enemies. To make this state ever 
larger, stronger, more efficient, and 
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more disciplined was believed the only 
way of ensuring a minimum of security 
and dignity for its population in a hos¬ 
tile world. The subjects of the King of 
Prussia might at least live in a state of 
law, with an orderly administration and 
some security against the arbitrary 
whim of foreign powers. Political pas¬ 
sivity and military assertiveness—Pots¬ 
dam, the town of the Prussiai' soldier- 
kings, and Weimar, the towi; of the 
German poets—these bee;..no two 
opposite and equally one-sided symbols 
of the Germans’ response to their pre¬ 
dicament. 

In the course of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury these two German traditions were 
in part fused under the impact of the 
German industrial revolution and of 
the German political unification move¬ 
ment. which culminated in 1871 in the 
establishment of a united German Em¬ 
pire under Prussian leadership. The 
new political and social system linked 
much of the German intellectual and 
literary heritage to the Prussian tradi¬ 
tion of widespread public education and 
instruction. The German intellectuals 
of the generation that reached maturity 
after 1809 and experienced the closing 
phases of the Napoleonic Wars were 
receptive to nationalism and impressed 
with the need for national political 
power. It was not only the memories 
of the humiliating French occupation 
in the days of Napoleon that made 
national military power seem ever more 
important. The growth of German in¬ 
dustry and commerce created a whole 
series of conflicts with the neighbors of 
Germany, such as disputes with the 
Netherlands about the shipping tolls on 
the lower Rhine, or with Denmark 
about the duchies of Schleswig and 
Holstein and, hence, about the territory 
of the future German Kiel Canal be¬ 
tween the Baltic and the North seas. 
Only military power seemed likely to 


prevent endless frustrations in these 
conflicts and to resolve them in accord¬ 
ance with what were considered Ger¬ 
man needs. 

In the course of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, and particularly after 1848, the 
German middle class and the German 
liberal parties turned increasingly to an 
alliance with their own princes, with 
the aristocracy and the military castes 
of Germany, and in particular to an 
alliance with the Prussian state. Bis¬ 
marck's policy of “blood and iron,” 
which accomplished the reunification 
of Germany in three wars between 
1864 and 1871, found in the end the 
overwhelming support of the German 
intellectuals and the German middle 
class, as well as of most of the German 
people. The coming of the railroads 
and the triumph of industrialization and 
urbanization fell into the same decades 
as these triumphs of power politics, and 
Bismarck’s empire was credited for all. 

To this day, Bismarck’s popularity 
has remained outstanding, in January 
19,55, 30 per cent of a cross-section of 
German adults said that among great 
men Bismarck had done most for Ger¬ 
many; five years earlier, in January 
1950, 35 per cent of a similar cross- 
section of voters had given the same 
answer.’ No other German historical 
figure even approaches this popularity. 
In popular memory, the empire that 
Bismarck founded, and that endured 
from 1871 to 1918, lives on as a golden 
age. Of a cross-section of German 
adults in October 1951, 45 per cent 
identified this empire as the period in 

’ Elizabeth Noellc and Erich Peter Neu¬ 
mann, Jahrbuch der offentlichen Meinung, 
1947-1955 (Allensbach am Bodensee: Verlag 
fur Demoskopie, 1956), p. 132. (All data 
arc for samples of the adult population— 
i.e., above 18 years—unless otherwise in¬ 
dicated.) Unless otherwise specified all data 
concerning opinions and attitudes come from 
this source. 
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which they felt Germany had been best 

r/yji/r/es of jntemU/onaJ power politiLs 
in the age of imperialism, and images 
of the envy and resentment ot foreign 
countries at German commercial and 
political successes. They include the 
beginning of the themes of a German 
bid for “living space,” for a “place in 
the sun,” and the double image of the 
empire-building and colony-owning 
Western powers, such as France and 
England: these countries were seen as 
models and reference groups whom the 
Germans should imitate and from 
whom they had to learn how to get 
on in the world, and at the same time 
they appeared as envious enemies ready 
to encircle Germany for her destruc¬ 
tion. By 1914 a very large number of 
Germans saw themselves engaged at 
one and the same time in a bitterly 
competitive struggle for world power 
and a desperate defensive effort for 
national survival; and they welcomed 
the seemingly clear-cut state of open 
war as a long-awaited release from 
the tensions and frustrations of the pre¬ 
war years. The outbreak of World War 
I was thus accepted with enthusiasm; 
about three million poems celebrated 
the event within the first nine months 
after its outbreak in August 1914. At 
the beginning, volunteers for combat 
duty were numerous, and the fighting 
morale of front-line troups remained 
high until close to the end. Even after 
1918 many Germans refused to accept 
the fact of defeat; about one-quarter 
of the German voters continued to sup¬ 
port parties that insisted that with 
better home-front morale the war 
would have been won. 

Some of these memories of an in¬ 
evitable power struggle against foreign 
envy and hostility were revived and 


reinforced by the impact of the t-aat 
economic depression that hit (lenii.un 
\n -And which h\ car\v 19?-:^ had 
produced six million unemployed, al¬ 
most one-third I’f the industrial labor 
force. The image of a hostile inierna- 
tioiia! cijvifoniucnt, the tmage of a 
German empire, similar to what the 
British Empire was considered to be 
like, as a solution to Germany's dilh- 
cu/fics, f/ic image of a desperate bid 
for “living space” and a place among 
the leading imperial nations of the 
world—all these played their part 
among the appeals by which Hitler 
rose to power. At the beginning of the 
Nazi terror, in the elections of March 
1933, as many as 43 per cent of the 
German voters supported Hitler’s Na¬ 
tional-Socialist party, and another 8 
per cent supported Hitler’s close allies 
in matters of foreign policy at that time, 
the German Nationalist party. Fifteen 
years later, in October 1948, 41 per 
cent of a cross-section of German 
voters recalled that they themselves 
had approved of the Nazi seizure of 
power in 1933. In the same month, 57 
per cent agreed that National Socialism 
was a good idea that had been badly 
carried out. 

The German defeat at the end of 
World War II, so much more shatter¬ 
ing than that at the end of World War 
I, is vividly remembered. Four Ger¬ 
mans out of every five in a cross-section 
of the adult population interviewed in 
October 1948, remembered aerial 
bombardments or fire at the front; 
almost one in four dreamed still of 
these experiences; about one out of 
every six reported these dreams as 
exciting, terrifying, frequent, or in¬ 
tense. By June 1954, almost two Ger¬ 
mans out of every five expressed the 
belief that in the future Germany 
would be once again one of the most 
powerful states of the world. Another 
two-fifths of the same sample did not 
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believe that this would ever again 
happen; the rest were undecided. 

Compared to the glories and terrors 
of two world wars, the civilian inter¬ 
lude of the Weimar Republic between 
1918 and 1932 is remembered as rela¬ 
tively colorless. Less than one-tenth of 
Germans interviewed in October 1951 
remembered it as the best period for 
Germany in the twentieth century; one 
month later a somewhat sn;aller per¬ 
centage named it as the wor. 

The legacy of German history is 
thus profoundly ambiguous as a back¬ 
ground for future German foreign pol¬ 
icy decisions. It includes memories that 
counsel fear of remaining weak in a 
world of ruthless foreign interests, but 
it is also rich in memories of sulTcring 
and defeat following upon reckless bids 
for world power. It is rich in memories 
of success in fields requiring economic, 
technical, or scientific performance, 
but it lacks for much of a thousand- 
year period any impressive memories of 
sustained political successes following 
upon nonaggressive foreign policies and 
upon peaceful development of demo¬ 
cratic and constitutional practice. Dic¬ 
tatorship and war arc remembered by 
perhaps three-fifths of the German 
people as terrible failures; but democ¬ 
racy and peaceful international rela¬ 
tions arc not at all widely remembered 
as successes. This store of memories 
is likely to limit the number of German 
voters who will support a consistent 
and firm commitment to democracy 
and to wholehearted cooperation with 
the Western powers. But historical 
memories also influence German atti¬ 
tudes on foreign policy in other ways. 

Images of foreign policy objectives 

Perhaps more prominently than most 
other large peoples, Germans view 
their foreign policy in terms of their 
own collective status and prestige in 


the world at large. Its tasks include 
not only the procurement of material 
advantages, or the maintenance of 
peace, but it is also expected to con¬ 
tribute to the respect of the world for 
the Germans and thus to bolster in¬ 
directly German self-respect. One out 
of every three Germans interviewed in 
a survey in July, 1952, believed that 
the Germans were unpopular in the 
world at large; and one out of six 
believed that they were unpopular be¬ 
cause of their good qualities, particu¬ 
larly their ability. On the other hand, 
one German in eight believed that their 
bad qualities, their loudness, lack of 
adaptability and their intolerance made 
the Germans unpopular abroad. 

At present, the largest world power 
and one of the smallest—the United 
States and Switzerland—are among the 
countries most admired; 8 per cent of 
the persons asked in a survey in July 
1954 said they would like most of all to 
live in the United States, another 7 per 
cent picked Switzerland, and another 
8 per cent scattered their preferences 
over the rest of Europe. In November 
1953 a cross-section of young people 
between 15 and 24 years old were 
asked whether the Germans could learn 
anything from other peoples, and if so, 
from what people. Almost two-thirds 
of the youngsters answered that Ger¬ 
many could indeed learn from others; 
23 per cent then named as model the 
United States, 10 per cent named Eng¬ 
land, 7 per cent Switzerland, 5 per cent 
France, 3 per cent Sweden; the rest 
were scattered.^ 

Attitudes toward the United States. 
Germany today is a country in search 
of friends, just as she is a country in 
search of herself. Clearly, the political 

2 Karl-Georg von Stackelberg, cd., lugcnd 
zwLrchen 15 und 24: Eirie Untcrsuchung zur 
Situation der Deutschen Jugend im Bundes- 
gebiet (Bielefeld: Emmid-Institut, 1954), p. 
87. 
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friendship that is most popular is that 
with the United States. Large majori¬ 
ties in opinion surveys have consist¬ 
ently favored close association between 
the Federal Republic and the United 
States. In December 1958, 43 per 
cent of Germans questioned in such a 
poU desired an even more intimate 
relationship than existed already. Dur¬ 
ing the last decade, when asked to 
choose between “East” and “West,” a 
majority of Germans have consistently 
expressed overwhelming preference for 
the latter, while never more than 1 per 
cent declared themselves in favor of 
cooperation with the “East.” ® 

The appeal of neutralism. Organized 
and overt expressions of neutralism 
have diminished drastically in recent 
years. However, poll results indicate 
that a sizable minority, between one 
fourth and one third of Germans willing 
to express a view on this problem 
between 1953 and 1958, continues to 
wish that the Federal Republic remain 
neutral in a conflict between “East” 
and “West.” Confronted with the more 
specific problem of the withdrawal of 
Western troops from the Federal Re¬ 
public in return for a withdrawal of 
Russian troops from Eastern Europe 
and Eastern Germany, 56 per cent of 
Germans favored such a development 
in a poll in March 1958, while only 
16 per cent opposed it. When the same 
question was put to a cross-section of 
members of the West German parlia¬ 
ment, however, 54 per cent opposed 
reciprocal troop withdrawal, while only 
45 per cent favored it. In case of a 
Soviet attack on the United States, 52 
per cent of respondents in a December 
1958, poll wanted their country to 
remain neutral, 13 per cent favored 
giving merely non-military support to 

* DIVO Institut, Umfragen: Ereignisse 
und Prohleme der Zeit im Vrteil der 
Bevolkerung, II (Frankfurt am Main: 
Europaische Verlagsanstalt, 1959), 36 f. 


the United States in such a conflict and 
only 17 per cent were willing to live up 
to the Federal Republic’s obligation 
under the NATO Treaty to give mili¬ 
tary aid to its American ally.'* In gen¬ 
eral, while West Germans overwhelm¬ 
ingly reject Communism and favor the 
Western way of life and close coopera¬ 
tion with the United States, military 
neutrality appears to remain for quite 
a few of them a prudent policy for 
their country. 

Popular images and expectations of 
the relative present and future strength 
of the United States and the Soviet 
Union no doubt play a part in these 
considerations. In December 1952, 66 
per cent of Germans in a survey 
thought that the “West” would in the 
long run emerge victorious over the 
“East” in the competition for pre¬ 
eminence in tile world. By December, 
1958, this proportion had dropped to 
43 per cent, while the percentage of 
those believing that both camps would 
emerge equally strong had risen from 
7 to 21 per cent in these six years.-’' 
By February 1960, only 29 per cent of 
West Germans in an opinion survey 
expected the United Slates to be the 
stronger after 20 to 25 years, while 
just as large a proportion expected the 
Soviet Union to emerge on top. Nine¬ 
teen per cent believed that the two 
superpowers would be equal in strength 
and 23 per cent expressed no opinion.® 
German faith in the military superiority 
of the United States has diminished 
drastically in recent years. While in a 
poll in June 1955, 39 per cent still 
thought the West stronger in atomic 
weapons than the Soviet Union, by 
December 1958 only 19 per cent of 

DIVO, op. lit: 21-23, 36. 

DIVO, op. cit., 11. 

« See poll resiills from a secret USIA sur¬ 
vey. reported in ‘The United States in For¬ 
eign Eyes, 1960,” The New York Times, 
November 2, 1960. 
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West Germans polled believed this to 
be the ease and an equal proportion 
thought the West was actually weaker 
than the U.S.S.R.; 41 per cent thought 
both camps were equally strong in 
atomic weapons.'^ 

Policy-makers thus can count on 
]M>puVdT approval In their efforts, to 
maintain a general climate of friendly 
relations with the United States, but 
they must be careful not to arouse fears 
of dangerous comniitmenis, which 
could unite a majority of voters against 
them. At the same time, politicians 
who prefer a closer approach to neu¬ 
trality in international affairs must be 
careful not to arouse fears of a loss of 
American friendship. As long as the 
Western Alliance appears to the Ger¬ 
man voters as primarily defensive and 
peaceful, these two attitudes can be 
reconciled. A considerable amount of 
agreement on basic foreign policy ori¬ 
entations has, in fact, developed among 
the major parties and among the great 
majority of the electorate. If, however, 
new and major tangible commitments 
should be demanded from Germany by 
her allies, or if the international situa¬ 
tion should approach the brink of war, 
much of this consensus might disinte¬ 
grate. 

National reunification and the east¬ 
ern territories. Other foreign policy 
aims on which there is a great deal 
of popular agreement stem directly 
from Germany’s defeat and partition 
in World War II. 

First of all, Germany after her defeat 
in 1945 was an exhausted, partly de¬ 
stroyed, and half-starved country, oc¬ 
cupied by four foreign powers. Since 
no central government was set up for 
Western Germany until 1949, the tasks 
of procuring a minimum of food and 
shelter fell to the occupying powers 
and to new German local and pro- 

f DIVO, op ( it.. 23. 


vincial governments that were set up 
under their supervision. When a federal 
government for Western Germany was 
established, its first and basic long- 
range task appeared to be the gradual 
regaining of national independence. 
This goal of independence had, up to 
a point, precedence over all others in 
the minds of voters. More than two- 
thirds of all respondents, and more 
than three-quarters of all men, said 
in August 1949 that they were “ready 
to commit all their strength to make 
Germany self-supporting and inde¬ 
pendent, politically and economically.” 
This goal seemed to hold precedence 
even over the goals of maintaining 
friendship with the United States and 
regaining a respected position among 
the Western powers, equal eventually 
at least to that of France and the 
United Kingdom. The fact that the 
Adenauer government was able to pur¬ 
sue all these goals at the same time 
between 1949 and 1957 contributed 
much to its .strength. 

Other foreign policy goals also arose 
directly from the German post-war 
situation. First of these in the minds 
of most West German voters appears 
to be the reunification of Eastern and 
Western Germany, substantially on the 
basis of those political and social in¬ 
stitutions that prevail in the German 
Federal Republic. While poll data of 
mass opinion has consistently indicated 
overwhelming desire for such reunifica¬ 
tion, qualitative measurement of such 
sentiment has not been available and 
it is not clear whether the strength of 
this sentiment has increased, decreased, 
or remained constant in terms of its 
quality. Next, there was the question of 
the German expellees from Eastern 
Europe and the former German terri¬ 
tories east of the Oder and Neissc 
rivers. Over ten million persons of 
German language and sympathies were 
expelled from such East European 
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countries as Poland, the Baltic coun¬ 
tries, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Ru* 

mania, Yugoslavia, and from those 
parts of prewar Gcrniany east of the 
Oder and IWcissc rivers which came 

under Polish or Russian administration 
after 1945. Many of these expellees 
wanted to regain their former lands, 
properties, and social positions; and 
their aspirations had the approval, mild 
or strong, of many German voters. 
Regaining particularly the former Ger¬ 
man Oder-Neisse territories, including 
coal-rich Silesia, thus became a long- 
range task expected from German for¬ 
eign policy. 

The fear of war. The fact seems to 
be, judging from many poll results, 
that a majority of Germans hold firmly 
to these foreign policy objectives in the 
abstract, but would be unwilling to 
fight for any of them. Asked in Febru¬ 
ary, 1955, whether Germans should 
fight to defend Europe against an 
armed Soviet attack, only 38 per cent 
favored armed resistance; 34 per cent 
said that above all war should be 
avoided, and 28 per cent were un¬ 
decided. 

German public opinion seems thus 
largely united in disliking and distrust¬ 
ing Communism and Communist gov¬ 
ernments; in fearing and rejecting war; 
in seeking at least economic and po¬ 
litical equality with other Western 
powers, such as France and the United 
Kingdom; and in desiring to remain 
friends with the United States. Subject 
to these overriding beliefs, large ma¬ 
jorities wish for eventual national re¬ 
unification and, less urgently, for the 
recovery of former German territories 
in the East. In the third rank of pos¬ 
sible foreign policy goals, smaller but 
still appreciable majorities desire Ger¬ 
man participation in some form of a 
United Europe. 

The sympathies for Western Euro¬ 
pean union. In September 1955, more 


than two-thirds of Gemums polled sj/c/ 
they would vote in fnvor of forming :i 

United States of Europe: almost three- 
fifths in the same poll considered the 
formation of a United Stales of Europe 
a practical possibility; only 17 per cent 
thought it impossible. This favorable 
attitude seems to have persisted, albeit 
somewhat weakened. In September 
1956, when asked to choose between 
two “solutions for the future: the re¬ 
building of Germany as a completely 
independent national state with its own 
customs-frontiers, or Germany as an 
equal member of a European union," 
a bare majority of 51 per cent chose 
membership in a European union, 
while 43 per cent preferred an inde¬ 
pendent national state.® In a Septem¬ 
ber 1956 interview, 79 per cent of the 
adults favored “efforts toward uniting 
West Europe," but in another poll that 
year only 66 per cent of young people 
16-“24 years of age favored such ac¬ 
tion.*^ 

The favorable attitude toward Euro¬ 
pean integration is subject, however, 
to two qualifications: though not neces¬ 
sarily impractical, European union 
seems remote; and it must not take 
away from Germany the sovereign 
right of ultimate decision. Only 37 per 
cent of Germans questioned in January 
1955 believed that they would live to 
see the Western European countries 
unite to form the United Stales of 
Europe; and of those polled in Sep¬ 
tember 1955 only between 25 and 32 
per cent, depending on the wording of 
the question, were willing to concede 
to a European Parliament the right of 
ultimate decision in questions touching 
important German interests, while be¬ 
tween 42 and 46 per cent insisted that 

® Emnid, Ideologies, p. 9. 

®DIVO, Basic Orientation and Political 
Thinking of West German Youth and Their 
Leaders 1956: Report on a Nation-wide Sur¬ 
vey (Frankfurt am Main: 1956), p. 200. 
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ultimate decisions must remain with 
the national Parliament or government 
of Germany. There the matter seems 
to have remained. 

More specific institutions of Euro¬ 
pean cooperation did not become 
popular foreign policy goals. The num¬ 
ber of those endorsing the ratification 
of the European Coal and Steel Com¬ 
munity (ECSC) declined from 39 per 
cent in June 1950 to 21 per cent in 
January 1952; a year later, in March 

1953, only 19 per cent said it had 
“not been a mistake” for Germany to 
join in this arrangement, while 75 per 
cent were either undecided (15 per 
cent) or uninformed (60 per cent). 

The project of a European Defense 
Community (EDC), which was to in¬ 
clude German troops under a common 
European command, was endor.sed by 
33 per cent in March 1950, and 37 
per cent in September 1954 expressed 
regret for the failure of the project. 
Throughout the period, however, polls 
always recorded more opponents than 
supporters of any German troop con¬ 
tribution to a West European defense 
force, but the levels of both support 
and opposition usually remained below 
those for or against an independent 
German army. 

German membership in the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
has apparently increased in popularity 
in recent years. When Chancellor 
Adenauer succeeded in securing parlia¬ 
mentary ratification of the treaty, pop¬ 
ular support was quite low. In April 

1954, only 24 per cent of Germans in 
a survey could approximately identify 
NATO. By December 1958, of the 
Germans questioned in an opinion sur¬ 
vey, 82 per cent had heard of NATO. 
Only 23 per cent of these, however, 
had great confidence in the organiza¬ 
tion’s ability to provide security against 
a Soviet attack. Forty-five per cent had 
only “some,” “a little” or “no confi¬ 


dence” in NATO’s ability to defend 
Western Europe. However, only 8 per 
cent wanted West Germany to leave the 
organization.Evidently membership 
in NATO seemed worthwhile to Ger¬ 
mans for reasons other than its ability 
to provide security for their country. 

Among the popular images of major 
foreign policy goals one is conspicuous 
by its absence. I’his missing goal is 
national rearmament; no popular ma¬ 
jority is pressing for it. In 13 polls 
from November 1950 to February 
1955, opposition to an independent 
German army declined from 48 per 
cent to 43 per cent, but support only 
rose from 33 per cent to 39 per cent. 
By November 1956, after the Hun¬ 
garian uprising, 46 per cent endorsed 
in principle the setting up of a German 
Federal Army, but another 46 per cent 
opposed it.^^ 

What the German government does 
in the way of rearmament is thus a 
response to international considerations 
or conceivably to special interest 
groups; it is not being driven to rearma¬ 
ment by any domestic popular pressure. 

Regardless of popular feelings on 
any matter of foreign policy, however, 
German foreign policy-makers have a 
great deal of leeway so far as domestic 
opinion is concerned. There is a long¬ 
standing German tradition of leaving 
such complicated matters to experts 
and persons of authority; and the Ger¬ 
man government may count on popular 
acquiescence even to relatively unpop¬ 
ular foreign policy moves. Thus the 
Adenauer government, without en¬ 
countering serious domestic opposition, 
has been far more friendly to France 
on the issue of the Saar territory, and 
to Israel on the issue of German repa¬ 
rations, than public opinion would 
have liked it to be. 

DIVO, Umfragen, 45. 

Emnid, Ideologies, p. 5. 
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Ideologies and classes 

The Germans of the Federal Republic 
are largely an urban and industrial 
people. By 1955, almost one-third (32 
per cent) of Germans above 18 years 
of age lived in large cities of more than 
100,000 population; another 14 per 
cent lived in middle-sized cities of be¬ 
tween 20.000 and 100,000 inhabitants. 
This left 28 per cent for small towns 
(2,000-20,000 population) and 26 per 
cent in smaller, mostly rural communi¬ 
ties. In part as a result of war losses, 
55 per cent were women as against 
only 45 per cent men. As many as 20 
per cent of the total were 60 years or 
older, while 24 per cent were under 
30, and the rest were nearly evenly 
divided between those above and be¬ 
low 45 years of age. 

In their occupations, almost one-half 
(48 per cent) were industrial workers, 
and another 4 per cent were rural 
laborers. There were also 18 per cent 
private white-collar employees, and 5 
per cent public officials, bringing the 
total share of wage- or salary-earners 
up to 75 per cent, or three-quarters of 
the total. The remaining quarter were 
self-employed persons, made up of 12 
per cent peasants or farmers, a little 
less than 12 per cent businessmen and 
artisans, and a little more than 1 per 
cent of persons in the free professions 
such as doctors, architects, or lawyers. 

Educational levels are not high. Only 
4 per cent of Germans above 18 years 
had the equivalent of a junior college 
education. Another 14 per cent had the 
equivalent (Abitur) of 10 grades in 
school {Mittlere Reife), while the re¬ 
maining 82 per cent had no more than 
the equivalent of 8 school years (Volks- 
schule ). 

No political group can win a 
majority in Germany without the sup¬ 
port of at least part of these urban and 


industrial groups, but there are enough 
peasants, white-collar workers, and 
others of middle-class status or aspira 
tions to permit a variety ol political 
combinations and to reward political 
appeals designed to unite at least some 
wage- and salary-earners with some 
self-employed groups. This situation 
limits the effectiveness of class appeals 
and favors politicans who can present 
their views as serving the interests of 
the nation. 

Other conditions likewise reduce the 
effectiveness of sectional or denomina¬ 
tional politics and encourage the appeal 
to national interests. One-fifth of the 
Germans above 18 years arc expellees 
or refugees who cannot be expected to 
support policies ba.scd on the interests 
of a single region or section. 

Many among these expellees are of 
middle-class background, and whatever 
their present occupations may be, their 
memories and style of thinking are still 
at least partly middle-class. To the 47 
per cent of persons who are now in 
middle-class or white-collar occupa¬ 
tions there must thus be added an ap¬ 
preciable group of wage-earners with 
middle-class aspirations—all of which 
could lend themselves to expression in 
national terms. A similar consideration 
applies to the religious groupings. With 
the population above 18 almost evenly 
divided between 52 per cent Prot¬ 
estants and 44 per cent Roman 
Catholics (who are somewhat better 
organized), Germans could only ex¬ 
pect deadlock from religious quarrels. 
Finally, the main ideological cleavages 
inherited from the days of the Empire, 
the First (Weimar) Republic, the Nazi 
dictatorship, and two world wars, all 
cut largely across regional, religious, 
and class boundaries. 

The most important underlying 
cleavage in Germany is that between 
friends and enemies of the Republic 
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supporters of democracy and adherents 
of dictatorship. In practical terms, this 
still means the latent but persistent dif¬ 
ference between Nazi and anti-Nazi— 
between those who would like to see 
some equivalent of the Hitler dictator¬ 
ship restored and those who wish to 
maintain democratic institutions. 

The issue of Communism at present 
plays only a negligible role in Germany 
as a domestic issue. Only 8 per cent of 
West Germans indicated u favorable 
view of it in a poll in April ]y5(). and 
by March 1955 this had slipped to 2 
per cent. The Communist Party is out¬ 
lawed. In 1956, however, 38 per cent 
of a cross-section of German youth be- 
tw'ccn 16 and 24 years of age expected 
the influence of Communism to in¬ 
crease in the world, while only 20 per 
cent believed it would decline. Con¬ 
fronted with the question whether 
“Communist Ideas” or “Western Ideas” 
had greater attraction for them, 38 per 
cent of the youths in this survey in¬ 
dicated that Western ideas had “much 
greater attraction” and 23 per cent 
thought that they had “somewhat 
greater attraction.” Only 5 per cent 
found Communist ideas far more at¬ 
tractive, and 8 per cent found them 
somewhat more attractive.’* The large 
majority of West Germans of all ages 
appear to be against Communism as 
they are against sin. Nazi sympathizers 
still are alternately vehement in de¬ 
nouncing Communism or particularly 
ready to play with the thought of mak¬ 
ing alliances with Communists against 
the West, in line with the old Stalin- 
Hitler pact of 1939, and with some 
more recent “national-bolshcvist” prop¬ 
aganda themes. But it is in their appeal 
to the traditions of nationalism and 
authoritarianism that the potential 
strength of the Nazis must be sought; 

12D1VO, Basic Orientation . . . 1^56, p. 
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it is here that the supporters of demo¬ 
cratic institutions will have to resist 
them. 

The consistent supporters of democ¬ 
racy seem to number about one-fourth 
of the adult population. On some issues 
they declined to one-fifth—which was 
the number of those polled in Decem¬ 
ber 1952 who approved of resistance 
against Hitler even in wartime—^but on 
the whole it has held remarkably 
steady. One German in four told inter¬ 
viewers in November 1953, “ 1 would 
do everything 1 can” to prevent the re¬ 
turn of a new Nazi party to power. 
Roughly the same proportions of 25 
to 28 per cent reported thcm.selves in 
October 1948 as having been “opposed 
to both the domestic and foreign 
policies” of the Hitler regime, and re¬ 
jected National Socialism as an idea; 
the same fraction expressed in June 
1952 unqualified condemnation of 
Adolf Hitler; favored in May 1954 the 
blaek-red-and-gold colors of the Ger¬ 
man Federal Republic as against the 
black-whitc-and-red of the Hohcnzol- 
lern empire and the Nazis; said in 
October 1954 that men who had 
worked in Germany in the resistance 
movement against Hitler should be 
eligible for high governmental posi¬ 
tions; and endorsed democracy in Octo¬ 
ber 1956 in terms of implying an 
awareness of shared responsibility and 
duties as well as rights. 

On the other side, there is a hard 
core of unreconstructed Nazis and a 
penumbra of their partial sympathizers. 
In Germany between 1950 and 1956 
about one German in eight was for 
most political purposes a Nazi. That 
is, in poll after poll between 11 and 15 
per cent said that they liked Hitler and 
Gocbbels, professed race doctrines 
about Jews, and announced that they 
would welcome the return of a new Na¬ 
tional Socialist party to power. Among 
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young people between 15 and 25 years, 
polls in November 1953, 1954, and 
1955 showed about 10 per cent profess¬ 
ing favorable opinions of Hitler and of 
National Socialism.^'’- In a 1956 survey, 
only 25 per cent of German adults, but 
41 per cent of youths between 16 and 
24 wanted “again” to have a “single 
strong national party which merely rep¬ 
resents the interests of all classes of all 
people.” Only 16 per cent of the adults 
believed that “we should again have, 
as before, a national leader who rules 
Germany with a strong hand for the 
welfare of all,” while 21 per cent of 
the young people supported this senti¬ 
ment. Possibly, had the question not 
been phrased to point specifically to the 
Nazi regime of the past and its leader, 
the response might have even been 
more favorable. On the whole, women, 
younger people, the less educated and 
those living in small communities ap¬ 
peared to favor returning to a single 
strong national party and a powerful 
national leader more frequently than 
others in Germany. Despite efforts of 
governmental authorities to acquaint 
German youths with the activities of 
the Nazi regime, 62 per cent of German 
youth in the 1956 survey were unable 
to name any of the “chief aims” of 
Nazism.’^ 

About one German in four was an 
emotional supporter of the Nazis in 
general, professing a predominantly 
favorable opinion of Hitler, his deputy 
Hess, and the Nazi Youth leader von 
Schirach. About the same proportion 
of Germans expressed an unfriendly 
attitude toward democracy and toward 
the black-rcd-and-gold flag of the Fed- 

13 Rolf Frohner, fV/e stark sind die Halb~ 
starken? Dritte Emnid Vntersuchung zur 
Situation der Deutschen Jtigend (Bielefeld: 
Stackelberg Vcrlag, 1956), pp. 119-121, 
305-310. 

14 DIVO, Basic Orientation . . . 1956, pp. 
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cral Republic. An equal number felt 
that the main responsibility for the out¬ 
break of World War II lay with the 
Western powers; and that Germany had 
lost the war mainly because of domestic 
sabotage and treason. Not surprisingly, 
almost as many (24 per cent) wished 
to bar from high government positions 
any man who had taken part in the 
wartime resistance against Hitler. 

On many specific issues, however, a 
much larger number of Germans held 
nationalistic views that made them 
potential allies or supporters of a re¬ 
vival of Nazi traditions or policies on 
these particular questions. Thus about 
one-third of Germans polled in 1952 
expressed anti-Semitic views, while 
about two Germans out of five opposed 
the legal punishment of anti-Semitic 
propaganda and agreed that it was bet¬ 
ter for Germany not to have any Jews. 
Among youths between 15 and 24, 29 
per cent had reservations in 1956 about 
Jews holding high positions in the fed¬ 
eral government. Only slightly more, 
33 per eent, had similar reservations 
about former leading Nazis holding 
such positions.^® 

A similar number opposed in 1954 
the admission of former anti-Hitler 
refugees to high positions in the Fed¬ 
eral Republic, and in the same year 
roughly the same proportion expected 
Germany to become once again one of 
the most powerful states in the world. 
Slightly more than one-half of Ger¬ 
mans polled in 1951 favored the lift¬ 
ing of the ban on the wearing of Nazi 
World War II decorations with the 
swastika symbol (almost every second 
German man had at least one such 
decoration), and they opposed the idea 
of reissuing these decorations with the 
swastika omitted. A majority rejected 
the notion of German war crimes. More 

15 DIVO, Basic Orientation . . . 1956, p. 
63. 
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than one-half (55 per cent) felt in 
1953 that the German soldiers of 
World War II had nothing to reproach 
themselves for in their behavior in 
the countries they had occupied. As 
many as 70 per cent of the Germans 
polled said that they could not con¬ 
sider, or could not have considered, 
marrying a person of Jewish descent. 
Finally, we may recall what we noted 
earlier about the image of history that 
Germans hold today. More than four 
German adults out of every five polled 
have favorable memories of one or the 
other of the two authoritarian systems 
of government in Germany during the 
twentieth century: the Hohenzollern 
monarchy before 1918 and Hitler’s 
Third Reich between 1933 and 1945. 

Most of the large popular majorities 
on particular foreign policy issues thus 
seem to arise in those cases where many 
or all of the 25-30 per cent all-weather 
democrats and many or all of the 
20-25 per cent antidemocratic Nazi 
sympathizers can agree. Where they all 
do so, a considerable part of the usually 
undecided or ambivalent persons may 
be likely to join in. We have surveyed 
the main issues that tend to produce 
this kind of agreement between pro- 
and anti-Nazis, adherents of nationalis¬ 
tic dictatorship and of democracy, 
friendly and hostile critics of the United 
States, France, and the United King¬ 
dom. They are the familiar issues of 
opposition to Communism, preference 
for Western economic and political 
connections and living standards, de¬ 
sire for restoring and increasing na¬ 
tional prosperity and German interna¬ 
tional prestige and bargaining power. 

The nature of this consensus implies 
its limits: most voters will not follow 
nationalist goals to the brink of war; 
most democrats will not increase Ger¬ 
man international bargaining power to 
the point where extreme nationalists 
and militarists would actually regain 


major power in domestic politics; most 
of the right-wing extremists do not 
wish to deepen their alliance with the 
West to the point where they would 
have to drop their anti-Semitism, ad¬ 
miration for much of the Nazi system, 
and contempt for democracy. Wherever 
those limits of consent arc reached, 
democrats and Nazi sympathizers 
separate again; a considerable part of 
their countrymen withdraw into silence 
or indifference, and policy decisions 
though sometimes delayed or com¬ 
promised are carried on by the govern¬ 
ment in line with the democratic sectors 
of opinion and in line with what is 
judged to be the relevant international 
opinion. 

Wanted: a foreign policy of cavtion 

Altogether, the structure of German 
public opinion in the mid-1950’s 
favored a foreign policy of firm sym¬ 
bolic attachment to the West, coupled 
with caution and a preference for 
limiting the extent of aetual commit¬ 
ment. There was a clearly accepted 
general goal—the prosperity and pres¬ 
tige of the German people on the level 
of the leading Western nations—and 
there were at least four specific goals 
which were agreed upon; (1) the ex¬ 
clusion of any major Communist in¬ 
fluence from West Germany, (2) the 
preservation of peace, (3) the retention 
of United States friendship and sup¬ 
port for German aspirations, and (4) 
the reunification of East and West Ger¬ 
many, substantially on West German 
terms. Two further goals were endorsed 
by majorities but were perceived as less 
urgent for the time being, and perhaps 
also as less important in the long run. 
These less salient goals were the re¬ 
covery of former German territories 
east of the Oder and Ncisse rivers, and 
Western European integration. 

Above all, German opinion wanted 
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to avoid unpalatable choices. It re¬ 
jected anti-Communism at the price 
of war, as well as peace at the price 
of Communist rule. It rejected national 
reunification at the price of either Com¬ 
munist penetration or the loss of West¬ 
ern friendship. It favored neutrality, 
provided it could be coupled with con¬ 
tinuing close and friendly association 
with the West, but it would not favor 
any overt displays of neutralism that 
might alienate Germany’s Western 
allies. 

These preferences corresponded 
fairly well to the very limited range of 
opportunities offered to German for¬ 
eign policy by the international situa¬ 
tion of the time. The two great power 
blocs, led by the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. respectively, appeared in a 
position of near-stalemate. Neither side 
could count on a clear and certain shift 
of power in its favor in the immediate 
years ahead. At the same time, all 
major countries in Europe were com¬ 
mitted to one of the two blocs. There 
was no effective bloc of neutral coun¬ 
tries; only Sweden, Finland, Austria, 
and Switzerland were neutral in mili¬ 
tary terms, and Yugoslavia was not be¬ 
ing firmly committed to cither side. 
These countries could not form any ef¬ 
fective combination that would offer 
any positive attractions or opportuni¬ 
ties to Germany. 

Under these conditions, some of the 
determinants of German foreign policy 
were likely to be negative: to avoid or 
delay any decisions that might make 
matters worse. As long as really attrac¬ 
tive positive opportunities were lacking 
or, like Western European integration, 
seemed at best very slow in coming, 
German public opinion was most likely 
to favor a policy of cautious advance, 
designed to limit German risks and to 
increase quietly and steadily the extent 
of German bargaining power. But what 


any major political or economic shift, 
such as a major political crisis or a 
severe economic depression, would do 
to this alignment of opinion, no one 
could foretell. 

This, then, was the popular image of 
the tasks of German foreign policy. 
What was the image of its makers? 
They should be experts, competent to 
make all necessary changes within the 
broad limits of the goals outlined. They 
should be cautious, but determined on 
essentials; persevering, persistent, re¬ 
sourceful; they should try every promis¬ 
ing approach, but not make any major 
concessions or compromises at the ex- 
pen.se of long-run goals. They did not 
have to be open or explicit; they should 
not bother the voters with the burden 
of decisions; above all, they should be 
united. If they could also be “crafty” 
or “foxy,” so much the better; “pru¬ 
dence,” “diplomacy,” “smartness” and 
“foxincss” were all considered in 
January 1955 major traits of Chancel¬ 
lor Adenauer, at a lime when his 
popularity was high. 

There was less public concern about 
the constitutional, legal, and admin¬ 
istrative details of the way in which 
foreign policy was supposed to be 
made. Ncverthcle.ss, these arrangements 
are important, and it is to them that 
we must now direct our attention. 

THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENTAL AND 
NONGOVERNMENTAL INSTITUTIONS 
IN THE MAKING OF FOREIGN POLICY 

Under the Constitution of the German 
Federal Republic foreign policy is the 
responsibility of the federal govern¬ 
ment. The ten constituent states of the 
Republic and their governments are 
bound by federal actions in the realm 
of foreign policy; if required, they are 
expected to pass enabling legislation to 
incorporate into state law commitments 
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undertaken by the federal government 
toward foreign governments. To r 
limited extent, the slates participate in 
the formation of foreign policy throi' 
the upper house of the federal legi^la- 
ture (Bunde.srat); this house is com¬ 
posed of representatives of the ten state 
governments, and each slate has from 
three to five votes according to t^e size 
of its population. This chamber s an 
absolute veto over all constiii lional 
changes, but only a suspensi' ■ ^ cto 
over ordinary legislation. Prior t<; the 
conclusion of treaties affecting the par¬ 
ticular interest of one or more states, 
the state governments have the right to 
make their views known, but these 
opinions arc not binding on the federal 
government and may formally be 
ignored by it, though political con¬ 
siderations may induce the federal gov¬ 
ernment to take them into account in 
deciding a course of action. As under 
the constitution of the Soviet Union, 
and diverging from our own system, the 
states have the right to conclude treaties 
of their own with foreign nations— 
subject to the approval of the federal 
chancellor—^when these deal with mat¬ 
ters not specifically reserved for fed¬ 
eral jurisdiction or with subjects of con¬ 
current jurisdiction not yet pre-empted 
by the federal government. These, 
however, are minor matters; in the 
main, foreign policy is federal in theory 
and practice. 

The key role of the chancellor 

Within the federal government, the fed¬ 
eral chancellor (Bundexkanzler) is con¬ 
stitutionally the principal decision¬ 
maker in the realm of foreign policy. 
His cabinet, the federal president, the 
two chambers of the federal legislature, 
and the federal constitutional court may 
under certain circumstances share in 
the decision-making process, but con¬ 


st’’utionally the final source of au¬ 
thority is the chancellor, who alone has 
the power and responsibility for de¬ 
termining public policy. 

The framers of the “Basic Law” of 
1948—the constitution of the federal 
republic—deliberately endowed the 
chancellor with considerable power in 
the hope of avoiding the sort of gov¬ 
ernmental instability that is common 
in many countries where an all-power¬ 
ful legislature is divided into many 
bitterly antagonistic factions. At the 
same time, they wanted to prevent a 
recurrence of the sort of irresponsible 
executive absolutism that had prevailed 
in Germany before 1918 and in the 
early )930’s. Designed lor the tradi¬ 
tional German multi-party system, the 
Basic Law strives for executive re¬ 
sponsibility by providing for a chief 
of government elected by and responsi¬ 
ble to a majority of the popularly 
elected lower house of the federal 
legislature. It strives for governmental 
stability by providing that a chancellor 
remain in office until (1) a majority, 
or at least a plurality, of the lower 
house agree on a replacement, or (2) a 
new lower house is elected, or (3) the 
incumbent chancellor dies, resigns, or 
is convicted of certain criminal acts. 
The chancellor cannot be impeached. 
I'hus, it was hoped by the fathers of the 
constitution, neither the disintegration 
of a coalition nor the opposition of a 
parliamentary majority unable to agree 
on a replacement should force the fall 
of a government. “Chancellor Govern¬ 
ment” (“Kanzlerregierung”) is in¬ 
tended to make the head of the govern¬ 
ment less dependent upon the legisla¬ 
ture than under a pure parliamentary 
system, yet more so than under our 
own presidential form of executive 
leadership. 

In accordance with these principles, 
the chanccUor alone—and not the en- 
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tire government—is supposed to de¬ 
termine government policy, see to its 
execution, and account for it to the 
legislature. There is no collective re¬ 
sponsibility of the entire government. 
Accordingly, the chancellor in effect 
appoints and dismisses the members of 
his cabinet; his recommendations are 
binding on the federal president who 
has the formal power of appointment 
and dismissal. In turn, the ministers of 
the chancellor’s government arc solely 
responsible to him as his advisors and 
subordinate administrators, and their 
tenure ends automatically with his. 

Constitutionally, neither the presi¬ 
dent nor the legislature can compel the 
chancellor cither to include anyone in 
his government or to dismiss any 
minister. Chancellor Adenauer success¬ 
fully maintained this point in 1955, 
when one of the parties in his coalition 
broke with him and sought to withdraw 
its representatives from the govern¬ 
ment. The ministers, Adenauer insisted, 
were his agents once they joined the 
government, and not those of their 
party. Subsequently, he dropped some 
cabinet members on his own because 
their presence in the government ap¬ 
parently no longer seemed politically 
advisable to him. Adenauer’s actions 
underlined the fact that a strong 
chancellor who commands a majority 
in the lower house of the legislature 
can afford to defy suggestions concern¬ 
ing the composition and size of his 
government. On the other hand, a weak 
chancellor—that is, one who did not 
command such a majority or even a 
plurality—^presumably would have to 
be far more considerate toward the 
leaders of parties whose support he 
sought in connection with the make-up 
of his cabinet. In order to gain such 
support he might be forced to ac¬ 
commodate them, to give ministerial 
portfolios to representatives of parties 
whose support he wanted, perhaps to 


create new portfolios or appoint min¬ 
isters w'ithoul portfolios. He might 
have to offer important ministries to 
powerful political leaders who were 
not necessarily qualified for these posts 
but would bring him the parliamentary 
support he needed. 

Other offices and officials 

Individually, the members of the 
chancellor’s government are supposed 
to administer the affairs of their 
ministries in accordance with the gen¬ 
eral policy determined by their chief. 
As in the ca.se of the chancellor him¬ 
self, the personality, experience, and 
qualifications of the incumbent play 
an important part in determining the 
actual role he plays in the decision¬ 
making process and the extent to which 
he relies upon subordinate officials. 

Chief among the ministries con¬ 
cerned with foreign policy is, of course, 
the Foreign Office {Au.s'wdrtiges Amt). 
It is officially charged with “attending 
to foreign affairs,” and unless the chan¬ 
cellor makes special exceptions (as in 
the case of the Minister for Economic 
Cooperation in the second Adenauer 
Government), other ministries may 
deal with foreign governments and in¬ 
ternational organizations only with its 
approval. Jurisdictional conflicts are re¬ 
solved either by the entire cabinet or 
by the chancellor alone. Other min¬ 
istries directly or indirectly concerned 
with foreign policy decisions are those 
of Defense (Bundesministerium fiir 
Verteidigung); Finance (Finanzen); 
Economics (Wirtschaft); the Ministry 
for Expellees, Refugees, and Victims 
of War (Vetriebene, FlUchtlinge und 
Kriegsbeschddigte) —^which was espe¬ 
cially created to attend to the interests 
of some twelve million citizens who 
fled or were expelled from German and 
East European territories now domi¬ 
nated by the Soviet Union; and the 
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Ministry for All-German Affairs 
{Gesamtdeutsche Fragen )—whose spe¬ 
cial responsibility are matters per¬ 
taining to the reunification of divided 
Germany. The second Adenauer Gov¬ 
ernment (1953—57), as previously 
mentioned, also included a Minister for 
Economic Cooperation ( Bundesmin- 
ister fur Wirtscliaftliche Zusammenar- 
heit) who dealt with questions pertain¬ 
ing to European economic operation. 

Collectively, the ministers fewm the 
chancellor’s cabinet and, as scch. arc 
supposed to advise him on matters of 
general policy decisions and to decide 
upon government proposals to be sub¬ 
mitted to the legislature. 7'he actual 
role of the cabinet and its individual 
members in decision-making would also 
appear to depend very largely upon the 
personalities and relative political 
power of the chancellor and of his min¬ 
ister. A strong chancellor, such as 
Adenauer, can largely dictate policy; 
a weaker chancellor would be more 
dependent upon the approval and sup¬ 
port of at least the most powerful of his 
ministers. 

A relatively recent creation is the 
Federal Defense Council {Bimdes- 
verteidigungsrat), a sort of inner 
cabinet, somewhat similar to the 
American National Security Council. 
Its members arc selected by the chan¬ 
cellor. In 1956 it included, in addition 
to the chancellor, the vice-chancellor 
and the ministers for Atomic Questions 
(Atomfragen), Defense, Foreign Af¬ 
fairs, Interior {Bundesministerium des 
Inneren), Finance, and Economics. 
Other ministers and important officials 
may be invited to attend meetings at 
the chancellor’s discretion. 

Two other agencies of the executive 
branch of the federal government have 
in recent years played a considerable 
role in the making of German foreign 
policy, largely owing to the intimate 
relationships existing between their re¬ 


spective chiefs and Chancellor Ade¬ 
nauer. The first of these, the Chan¬ 
cellor’s Office (Bundeskanzleramt), is 
formally charged with assisting the 
chancellor in his relations with other 
branches of the government and im¬ 
portant nongovernmental agencies, with 
keeping him informed on political de¬ 
velopments at home and abroad, and 
with preparing for the decisions that 
the chancellor may decide to take on 
the ba.sis of this information. The 
second, the Press and Information 
Office of the Federal Government 
(Prexse und J njormationsamt der 
Bundesregierung), is supposed to as¬ 
sure close relations between the execu¬ 
tive branch and the mass media—both 
foreign and domestic—, to gather and 
evaluate data on public opinion, and, 
generally, to interpret the policies, deci¬ 
sions, and actions of the government 
to the public at home and abroad. In 
terms of actual as well as potential in¬ 
fluence over the foreign policy-making 
process, leading officials in both these 
offices arc important members of the 
decision-making elite within the execu¬ 
tive branch, the extent of their in¬ 
fluence varying with the prevailing 
relationship between their incumbents 
and the chancellor. 

The powers of the president 

The role of the federal president in 
the foreign policy-making process is 
normally insignificant. Although he has 
the right to nominate a candidate for 
the chancellorship to the lower house 
of the legislature, he must appoint the 
choice of the majority of the deputies, 
whether he approves or not. The in¬ 
cumbent chancellor is supposed to keep 
the president informed and to consult 
with him on the policies of his gov¬ 
ernment, but the president for his part 
is constitutionally bound to cooperate 
loyally with a man who has the sup- 
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port of a majority of the deputies. He 
must sign such treaties, bills, and de¬ 
crees as arc submitted to him by the 
chancellor or his ministers, appoint or 
dismiss officials on the chancellor’s ad¬ 
vice, and, in general, exercise his 
formal powers at the discretion of the 
chief of government, who bears ulti¬ 
mate responsibility for the actions of 
the executive branch. Some constitu¬ 
tional commentators would concede the 
president’s limited influence over diplo¬ 
matic negotiations, but even here a 
strong chancellor would appear to have 
the final word as principal decision¬ 
maker. 

A few constitutional commentators 
have claimed that the powers of the 
president, particularly in foreign policy¬ 
making, might be used more decisively 
in the hands of a powerful incumbent. 
Such an interpretation may have led 
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer to con¬ 
sider exchanging the chancellorship for 
the presidency in 1959. His decision 
not to become a candidate for the 
presidency and his subsequent efforts 
to maneuver the popular Minister of 
Economics, Ludwig Erhard, into run¬ 
ning for the office so he could not suc¬ 
ceed Adenauer as Chancellor, seemed 
to indicate that the president has little 
or no influence in policy-making under 
present circumstances. 

The president’s role might become 
more important if the parliament 
should be so deeply divided that its 
members would neither support the 
incumbent chancellor nor agree upon 
a successor. Given the present division 
of parliament into two major parties 
more or less tightly organized and 
united, such a development is not likely 
to take place. Should a multi-party sys¬ 
tem re-cmerge at some future date, as 
seems unlikely today, and should under 
such circumstances a deadlock develop 
between the incumbent chancellor and 
a majority of the deputies, the role of 


the president in the political process 
might temporarily become more signifi¬ 
cant. 

The powers of parliament: 
the Bundestag 

Of the two chambers of the federal 
legislature, the lower house (Bundes¬ 
tag) has by far the greater power in 
most matters, including foreign policy. 
Treaties that regulate the political rela¬ 
tions of the Federation or that relate 
to matters of federal legislation can be¬ 
come the law of the land only with its 
consent. Similarly, the transfer of 
sovereign rights of the state to inter¬ 
national in.stitutions, such as the Euro¬ 
pean Coal and Steel Community, 
require legislative action. Finally, all 
treaties and other legislation that con¬ 
flict with the Basic Law require con¬ 
stitutional amendments, which must be 
approved by two-thirds of the member¬ 
ship of the lower house. 

Apart from its legislative functions, 
the lower house is granted certain other 
powers which are designed to give the 
members a voice in the foreign policy¬ 
making process. A majority elects a 
chancellor and can dismiss him by 
choosing a successor. The deputies of 
the lower house provide half the votes 
in the Federal Assembly (Bundesver- 
sammlung), which every five years 
chooses a federal president, and which 
can initiate impeachment proceedings 
against him before the federal con¬ 
stitutional court. 

In the lower house the deputies have 
the right to investigate and criticize 
the actions of the executive in plenary 
sessions or in committees. They may 
summon and question members of the 
government when they choose; the 
latter, for their part, have the right to 
demand to be heard by the deputies 
at any time, providing them with 
potential opportunities to influence im- 
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portant deliberations of the house at 
decisive moments. 

Most of the important contacts be¬ 
tween the executive branch and the 
deputies occur in the sessions of the 
standing and select committees of the 
lower house, rather than in plenary ses¬ 
sions. It is here that experts from the 
various parties examine the actions and 
requests of the government and ques¬ 
tion its members thoroughly The vote 
in the committee is usually d^xisive 
and committee recommcnd.au is are 
usually approved in subsequent plenary 
sessions. With respect to foreign policy 
issues, the key committees are Foreign 
A flairs (A iiswartii^e A n^clc^cnheitcn ), 
Defense {Vcrtcidi^un^), Budget (Hau- 
shalt)^ Expellees {Heiniatsvertrichenc)^ 
All-German Affairs (Gesamtdcutsche 
Frauen), and Border Questions (Grenz- 
landfratten ). 

The role that the deputies of the 
lower house may play in the realm of 
German foreign policy appears to de¬ 
pend primarily on the authority that 
the chancellor exercises in the chamber. 
If he commands a stable majority— 
or better, two-thirds of the votes—his 
powers are fairly absolute and his posi¬ 
tion firm. However, if he lacks such 
strength, his freedom of action would 
seem to be more limited; he may be 
forced to rely on the cooperation of un¬ 
certain and demanding allies in order 
to see his program through the legisla¬ 
ture and prevent the election of a 
successor. 

In the case of constitutional disputes 
arising out of foreign policy issues the 
federal constitutional court may enter 
the picture. It may be called upon to 
adjudicate jurisdictional disputes be¬ 
tween the federal government and the 
stales or between the executive and the 
legislative branches of the national gov¬ 
ernment. The court may also be asked 
to render advisory opinions on the con¬ 
stitutionality of certain pending actions, 


cither upon the joint request of execu¬ 
tive and legislature, or upon that of 
the federal president alone. The latter 
has the right to refuse to place his 
signature on treaties, acts of the legisla¬ 
ture, or government decrees pending 
an advisory opinion from the court. 
Thus, in 1952, President Theodore 
Heuss tried to withhold his signature 
from the treaty providing for the arm¬ 
ing of the Federal Rcp\iblic until the 
constitutional court had advised him 
that it did not conflict with the Basic 
Law, but he finally signed the treaty on 
Chancellor Adenauer’s advice. 

To summarize what has been said 
about the formal role of various gov¬ 
ernmental institutions in making of for¬ 
eign policy: foreign affairs are a federal 
matter and, within the federal govern¬ 
ment, the principal decision-maker is 
the chancellor, while lesser roles are 
assigned to the ministers, president, 
legislature, and constitutional court of 
the Republic. How this formal arrange¬ 
ment actually functions depends pri¬ 
marily on the prevailing relationship be¬ 
tween a chancellor and the lower house 
of the legislature. A strong chancellor 
who commands a comfortable majority 
in the lower house will have a great 
deal of freedom in the conduct of for¬ 
eign affairs; a chancellor who lacks 
such support is likely to be far more 
dependent on either or both the coop¬ 
eration of the legislature and that of the 
president. Experience during the first 
twelve years of the Republic’s existence 
indicates that the chancellor’s position 
vis-a-vis both Parliament and legisla¬ 
ture rests largely on his relationship to 
his parly and on that party's strength 
and cohesion. A future chancellor 
might not necessarily be a party man at 
all—not even a member of the legisla¬ 
ture—nonetheless, his power of making 
decisions would still depend primarily 
on his ability to gain the majority party 
or coalition of parties in the legislature. 


to9/5'| 



110 KARL W. DEUTSCH AND LEWIS J. EDINGER 

The formal organization of the foreign recent years have seen the gradual 
policy-making process thus becomes a elimination of the traditional German 
functioning party system, though it multi-party system and the emergence 
does provide the chancellor with some of two major parties as the principal 
limited means of governing temporarily representatives of the electorate. These 
without parliamentary support should are the Christian Democratic Union 
the parties fail to produce a stable and Social Democratic Party. Between 
majority behind him. them, these parties received 60 per cent 

of the votes, 67 per cent of the seats in 
The role of the political parties the 1949 election; 74 per cent of the 

votes, 83 per cent of the scats in 1953; 
The Basic Law of the Federal Republic 82 per cent of the votes, 88 per cent 
is unique in its specific recognition of of the seats in 1957; 82 per cent of the 
the decisive role of political parties in votes, 87 per cent of the seats in the 
the formulation of national policy. 1961 election. 

Through their representatives in the The Christian Democratic Union 
executive and legislative branches of (Christlich Demokratische Union), 
the national government the parties arc CDU—operating in Bavaria as the 
supposed to act as the responsible Christian Social Union (Christlich 
agents of the electorate in the eonduct Soziale Union), CSU—represents a de- 
of government. The existing electoral parture from the traditional German 
law compels all aspirants for seats in parties. Instead of following the tradi- 
the popularly-elected lower house to tional pattern of parties in Germany 
belong to a party and thus to identify and becoming closely identified with 
themselves with and bear responsibility some particular ideology, religious 
for its policies and actions. Referenda, group, or economic interest, the 
plebiscites, and other devices for CDU/CSU has managed to attract the 
“direct democracy," by-passing parties support of rather heterogeneous clc- 
and legislature, have been deliberately ments among the voters in the name of 
omitted from the constitution; its its “Christian principles.” Moderately 
framers were all too aware of the anti- conservative in its domestic economic 
democratic uses to which such devices and social program, the party has faith- 
had been put in the past by dema- fully followed the lead of its chairman, 
gogues who appealed to the “popular Konrad Adenauer, in the realm of for- 
will” against the “selfish” interests of cign policy. Its professed aims have 
parties. been the reunification of Germany “in 

Anyone may organize a political peace and freedom,” the peaceful re¬ 
party in the Republic, as long as its covery of the German lands presently 
objectives and organization accord with “administered” by Poland and the 
the democratic principles of the con- Soviet Union, permanent and intimate 
stitution and do not aim at the over- collaboration with the Western powers, 
throw of the present state. In fact, how- and the economic, military and—ulti- 
cver, the electoral laws have made it mately—political integration of the 
almost impossible for any party rcceiv- states of Western Europe, 
ing less than 5 per cent of the electoral The Social Democratic Party 
votes to gain representation in the na- (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutsch- 
tional legislature. lands), SPD, is more strongly rooted in 

Contrary to the apparent expecta- the past than the CDU/CSU—^both in 
tions of the framers of the constitution, terms of its objectives and its support- 
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ers. The SPD is primarily a workers’ 
party, as before the advent of Hitler 
and the prohibition of the party in 
1933, many of whose supporters have 
been adherents for many decades. 
Heretofore far more homogeneous in 
both membership and electorate than 
the CDU/CSU, the SPD has lately 
made strenuous efforts to broaden its 
support among the voters. Most West 
Germans appear unwilling to cast their 
ballots for a “workers’ party’ and even 
many manual workers no longer want 
to be considered proletarians. Seeking 
to become a progressive “peoples’ 
party” similar to the Scandinavian labor 
parties, the SPD has thrown overboard 
most of its traditional Marxist prin¬ 
ciples. In its domestic program, the 
parly has gone far toward accepting 
the social and economic tenets of the 
Christian Democrats, while in foreign 
affairs it has abandoned its former 
neutralist inclinations and embraced re¬ 
armament and NATO membership. 

None of the minor parties repre¬ 
sented in the national legislature has 
played a very significant role in matters 
of foreign policy. The largest of them, 
the Free Democratic Party {Freie 
Demokratische Partei), FDP, aspires to 
hold the balance of power between the 
two major parties and has oscillated 
between opposing and supporting the 
CDU/CSU. Extremist parties have 
been conspicuous by their absence; the 
insignificant Communist party had had 
no representation in the national legis¬ 
lature even before it was outlawed in 
1956; a small neo-Nazi party was also 
banned by the constitutional court; 
other extremist parties have been 
singularly unsuccessful in gaining sup¬ 
port among the electorate. 

The formulation of German foreign 
policy has thus been primarily in the 
hands of the two major parties. As the 
governing party since the establishment 
of the Federal Republic in 1949, the 


CDU/CSU has borne the prime re¬ 
sponsibility for initiating and executing 
foreign policy decisions. The SPD has 
been compelled to play the role of a 
permanent opposition, endeavoring 
with mixed success to influence foreign 
policy through criticism oS the govern¬ 
ment, through attempts to amend gov¬ 
ernment bills in the national legislature, 
and through efforts to mobilize public 
opinion in order to compel the govern¬ 
ment to modify its position. Both 
parties have sought between elections 
to establish a clear distinction in the 
public mind between their respective 
policies in order to present the elec¬ 
torate with a decisive choice at election 
time. However, in foreign affairs the 
exigencies of the situation in which the 
Federal Republic has found itself have 
made it difficult for the Social Demo¬ 
cratic opposition to formulate convinc¬ 
ing alternative proposals for the con¬ 
duct of West German foreign policy. 

The role of the interest groups 

The constitution grants all Germans 
the right to form organizations to rep¬ 
resent their particular political, eco¬ 
nomic, or religious interests, as long as 
such groups arc not directed against 
“the principle of international under¬ 
standing.” As in the United States, 
there exist in the Federal Republic 
numerous associations that in one way 
or another seek to influence the con¬ 
duct of foreign affairs in accordance 
with their perceived interests. How¬ 
ever, German interest groups are more 
inclusive, more tightly organized, and 
occupy a more privileged position in 
public life than do their counterparts 
in this country. On the other hand, 
public opinion in Germany tends to be 
more critical and suspicious of the in¬ 
fluence of such interest groups than it 
is in the United States. 

Economic and socio-political in- 
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tcrests are organized into large na¬ 
tional organizations {Spitzenverbande), 
all of which arc ostensibly nonpartisan 
but by no means nonpolitical. Religious 
interests are primarily represented by 
the two major churches, the Roman 
Catholic and the Protestant, and their 
alTiliated lay organizations. In general, 
the influence of interest groups in the 
conduct o! foreign affairs has increased 
in direct proportion to the gradual 
restoration of German sovereignty and 
the recovery of independence of action 
by the government of the Federal Re¬ 
public. Most of them have endeavored 
to exercise their influence over national 
policy through the political parties and, 
particularly, through party leadens in 
the executive and legislative branches 
of the federal government. 

Economic interest groups in the Fed¬ 
eral Republic fall roughly into two 
major categories: (1) employers’ or¬ 
ganizations, and (2) organizations rep¬ 
resenting employees, independent farm¬ 
ers, independent craftsmen, and the 
professions. The former groups have 
the greater financial resources, the 
latter the greater voting strength to 
offer to political leaders and parties. 
Reliable figures on financial support 
are lacking, but some of the potential 
voting power of different economic 
interests may be apparent from the 
1955 percentage figures of gainfully 
occupied persons and their dependents, 
given earlier in this chapter under the 
heading “Ideologies and classes.” 

German employers are organized 
both regionally and by economic sec¬ 
tors. Every employer must belong to 
one of the 81 regional Chambers of 
Industry and Commerce, which are 
represented nationally by the Associa¬ 
tion of German Chambers of Industry 
and Commerce {Deutscher Industrie- 
und Handelstag), perhaps the most 
powerful of the employer groups. Next 
in importance is the Association of 


German Industry {Bundesverband der 
deutschen Industrie), which represents 
the interests of the 38 branches of Ger¬ 
man industry. The Coordinating Com¬ 
mittee of German Trade and Industry 

iGcmeinschaftsausscluiss dcr deutschen 
gewerblichen Wirtschaft) includes all 
major employer groups and acts as a 
coordinating agency among the com¬ 
ponent interest groups. Other important 
employer interest groups concerned 
with foreign affairs arc the Federal As¬ 
sociation of Private Banking (liundes- 
verband des privaten Bankgewerhes), 
the Association of German Wholesalers 
and Exporters (Gesanitverhand des 
deutschen Gross- und Aussenhandels), 
the Central Organization of German 
Retailers {Hauptgemeinschajt des 
deutschen Einzelhandels), the German 
Shipowners Association (Verband der 
deutschen Reeder, the German Section 
of the International Chamber of Com¬ 
merce (Deutsche Gruppe der inter- 
nationalen Handelskammer), and the 
Committee for Foreign Trade of Ger¬ 
man Business (Arbeitsgemeinschaft 
Aussenhandel der deutschen Wirt¬ 
schaft). In addition to these permanent 
national organizations various business 
groups frequently will form temporary 
alliances for special ends, such as ex¬ 
port drives or tariff reform. 

Among employee groups, by far the 
largest and most important is the Ger¬ 
man Confederation of Trade Unions 
(Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund). With 
6.1 million members (1955) it not 
only includes all wage-earners’ unions, 
but it is also the largest organization of 
salaried employees and civil servants. 
About 35 per cent of all wage-earners, 
12 per cent of all salaried employees, 
and 41 per cent of all civil servants in 
the Federal Republic belong to the 
Confederation. Eighty-three per cent 
of its members are wage-earners (11 
per cent salaried employees, 6 per cent 
civil servants), and the large industrial 
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enterprises are the most thoroughly or¬ 
ganized and represented within the 
Confederation. IG Mctall, the largest 
industrial union, contributes 25 per 
cent of the total membership of the 
entire Confederation. The German Em¬ 
ployees Union (Deutsche Angestell- 
tengewerkschaft), with some 420,000 
members (1^)55), mcludcs about 8 per 
cent of all salaried employees, and the 
German Federation of Civil "'rvants 
(Deutscher Beamteiihund) v’i;h some 
517,000 members (1955) abi at 3 per 
cent of all civil servants. Between them, 
these three groups thus include about 
35 per cent of the wage-earners, 20 
per cent of the salaried employees, and 
84 per cent of the civil servants in the 
Republic. Individually or collectively, 
these organizations endeavor to in¬ 
fluence the foreign policy-making proc¬ 
ess whenever they consider their special 
interests to be involved."' 

The League of German Farmers 
(Deutscher Bauernverband) with 1.3 
million members (1952) represents 77 
per cent of all independent farmers. 
Perhaps its most important objective 
has been the protection of the high- 
cost, small German farm units against 
cheaper agricultural imports. 

I'he League of German Artisans 
(Zentralverhand des deutschen Hand- 
werks) with 864,000 members in¬ 
cludes practically all the independent 
craftsmen in the nation. Its interest in 
foreign affairs appears to be limited 
primarily to the protection of its mem¬ 
bers against cheaper imports and the 
promotion of the export of their prod¬ 
ucts. 

Organiziitions concerned with such 
matters as migration, trade, investment, 
tourism, and banking arc obviously in¬ 
terested in asserting influence in the 
foreign policy-making process, but 

Figures from the Statistisches Jahrhiwh 
fiir die Bundesrepuhlik Deutschland 1956, 
pp. Ill, 128; and from Jahrbuch, pp. 3-4. 


Other groups, too, may take a strong 
interest when their particular economic 
sector is thought to be affected, as in the 
case of tariffs, international marketing 
arrangements, and wage-price agree¬ 
ments. Special issues may lead to tem¬ 
porary alliances between groups that 
may disagree on other subjects. Farm 
and industry groups may jointly seek 
tariff protection; employer and em¬ 
ployee organizations in particular in¬ 
dustries may temporarily unite to fight 
for or against proposed international 
agreements that affect them; or export 
industries may ally themselves to gain 
government support for trade expan¬ 
sion. 

Only a few of the special socio¬ 
political interest groups play any signifi¬ 
cant role in the Federal Republic. The 
most important of these arc the or¬ 
ganizations of expellees—German citi¬ 
zens and ethnic Germans who lied or 
were expelled from German lands cast 
of the Oder-Neisse line presently “ad¬ 
ministered” under the Potsdam Agree¬ 
ment of 1945 by Poland and the Soviet 
Union, and from other parts of Eastern 
and Southeastern Europe. There arc 
about 9.3 million of these expellees liv¬ 
ing in the Federal Republic today, 
constituting about 18 per cent of the 
total population; about half of them are 
former residents of Silesia and the 
Sudctcniand. Only a fraction of the 
expellees arc organized into the various 
groups that claim to defend their com¬ 
mon interests. The most important of 
these arc the League of Expelled Ger¬ 
mans (Zentralverhand Vertriehener 
Deutscher) and the League of Regional 
Groups (Verhand der Landsmann- 
schaften), with its major affiliates of 
Silesians (Landsmannschaft Schlesien) 
and Sudeten Germans (Sudetendeutsche 
Landsmannschaft). There are also 
about 3.5 million refugees from the 
Soviet zone of Germany in the Federal 
Republic (6.8 per cent of the popu- 
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lation), but although there are nu¬ 
merous organizations that would like to 
represent their interests, few of the 
refugees belong to them. Together, ex¬ 
pellees and refugees number about 13 
million persons or 25 per cent of the 
population, but most of them appear to 
have found adequate representation of 
their interests in the major political 
parties. 

Mention should also be made of 
close to 1,200 veterans’ organizations, 
though few, if any, of them appear at 
this time to exercise any major influ¬ 
ence in German politics. The largest 
and potentially the most influential 
is the League of German Soldiers 
{Verhand deutscher Soldaten), pri¬ 
marily an organization of present and 
former professional soldiers. Among 
its stated objectives are “loyalty to an 
undivided fatherland,” the rehabilita¬ 
tion of all “defamed” former soldiers, 
and the liberation of still-imprisoned 
soldiers convicted of war crimes. The 
pre-Hitler, right-wing veterans’ organi¬ 
zation “Steel Helmet” {Stafdhcdm) is 
a much smaller association with ap¬ 
parently little influence. The same is 
true for the Air Force Circle (Luftwaf- 
fenring) which is composed of former 
members of the German air force. 

According to the 1950 census, 51.2 
per cent of the population of the Fed¬ 
eral Republic professed the Protestant 
and 45.2 per cent the Roman Catholic 
religion, compared to 60.6 and 33.3 per 
cent respectively in prewar Germany. 
In terms of relative strength the 
potential influence of the Roman 
Catholic Church in national affairs has 
thus increased considerably. However, 
no more than 11 million West Germans 
—about half of those professing the 
Roman Catholic faith—are thought to 
be active members of their church; in 
the case of the Protestants the propor^p 
tion is about one-eighth. Of the two 
major churches the Roman Catholic 


is probably politically the more active 
and influential. 

The supreme organ of the Roman 
Catholic Church, the annual meeting 
of the hierarchy at the town of Fulda 
{Fuldaer Bischofskonjerenz), also 
claims jurisdiction in the Soviet-con¬ 
trolled German Democratic Republic. 
Nonetheless, the influence of the 
Church is largely restricted to the Fed¬ 
eral Republic, for not only are less 
than 20 per cent of the Germans living 
in the Soviet zone Roman Catholics, 
but the Communist government has 
greatly restricted contacts between the 
West German hierarchy and Roman 
Catholics living in the Democratic Re¬ 
public. In the Federal Republic the 
Church maintains a liaison office at 
the capital to represent its interests. 
With the cneouragement of the hier¬ 
archy, the members of numerous lay 
groups affiliated with the Church 
endeavor to translate Catholic interests 
into Catholic action by playing an ac¬ 
tive role in public life. Thus in a 1952 
poll almost two-thirds of the Roman 
Catholics but only about one-half of 
the Protestants expressed approval of 
one of the two major parties: 35 per 
cent of the Catholics but only 22 per 
cent of the Protestants endorsed the 
CDU, while an equal proportion of 30 
per cent in both denominations en¬ 
dorsed the SPD. 

The German Evangelical Church 
(Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland), 
EKD, is a union of German Protestant 
Churches in both the Federal Republic 
and the Communist Democratic Re¬ 
public. Since over 80 per cent of Ger¬ 
mans living under Communist rule arc 
Protestants and their church still ex¬ 
ercises considerable influence over them, 
the EKD and its member churches 
have considerably stronger tics to and 
interest in the population of the Demo¬ 
cratic Republic than the Roman 
Catholic Church. The Synod, Council, 
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and Conference of the Evangelical 
Church used to be recognized repre¬ 
sentatives of the Protestants in both 
parts of the divided country, but in 
recent years the Protestants have found 
it increasingly difficult to maintain the 
religious unity of Germany. The Evan¬ 
gelical clergy in Eastern Germany has 
been hard pressed by the Communist 
government. Through its Office for For¬ 
eign Affairs {Kirchlichcs Aussenamt) 
the church maintains rclal/i-us with 
other churches in both Comm^.^i■^t and 
non-Communist countries. 

The orthodox Lutherans among 
German Protestants have traditionally 
shunned political action on behalf of 
their church. 7'oday, too, they exert 
only indirect influence in political af¬ 
fairs through their tacit support of the 
dominant liberal leadership of the 
Evangelical Church. The leaders of this 
liberal wing, although numerically in 
the minority, occupy most of the posi¬ 
tions in the EKD and in this capacity 
endeavor to exercise some influence 
in both the Federal Republic and the 
Democratic Republic. In the Demo¬ 
cratic Republic this has involved the 
church in many bitter clashes with the 
Communist rulers; in the Federal Re¬ 
public its participation in public life is 
neither as extensive nor as intensive as 
that of the Roman Catholic Church. 
Although individual church leaders oc¬ 
casionally speak out on public issues, 
organized Protestant groups play a 
comparatively small role in the political 
process. 

THE SYSTEM IN OPERATION: THE 
SUBSTANCE OF FOREIGN POLICY 

The actual operation of German for¬ 
eign policy-making is heavily influ¬ 
enced by three factors: the aims of 
German policy-makers, the pressure of 
various interest groups, and the mas¬ 
sive involvement of the German econ¬ 


omy with the United States, through 
various forms of United States aid and 
through private business relations. The 
intra-German factors will be discussed 
below, but the German stake in United 
States-Gcrman political and economic 
relations is so substantial that wc must 
try to say something about its magni¬ 
tude at the outset. 

T/ie economic influence of the 
United States 

To indicate even the order of magni¬ 
tude of the American dollar flow into 
the Federal Republic and West Berlin 
is not an easy task. The aid has been 
given in a large variety of ways, under 
a bewildering succession of alphabetical 
agencies: GARIOA, ECA, MSA, FOA, 
and others. Although these accounted 
publicly for their operations, data for 
other channels of dollar inputs into the 
German economy have not been so 
readily available. In the case of Ger¬ 
many, as in that of some other coun¬ 
tries, many of these extraordinary dol¬ 
lar receipts, as a report of the U.N. 
Economic Commission for Europe 
points out, “. . . belong to the twilight 
zone of quasi-strategic information: at 
best, only general orders of magnitude 
are known. . . .” ” 

What is this general order of magni¬ 
tude? The German Federal Ministry 
for Economic Cooperation acknowl¬ 
edged in 1956 that Germany had re¬ 
ceived almost $10 billion up to June 
30, 1956, presumably for a period 
since early 1948.^* Of the exact total 
of $9,935 million, $6,355 million was 
listed as aid to the Federal Republic 

IT United Nations, Department of Eco¬ 
nomic Affairs (Economic Commission for 
Europe), Economic Survey of Europe in 
1953 (Geneva, 1954), pp. 19-20. 

Bundesministerium fiir wirtschaftliche 
Zusammenarbeit, Dcr europiiische Wirt- 
sclmftsrat — OEEC: Handhuvh, 1956 (Godes- 
berg: Verlag fiir Publizistik), p. 70. 
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in general, and $3,580 million as aid to 
West Berlin.^® Even if one assumes that 
this total includes all dollar aid since 
1946, one would arrive at an average 
of $ 1 billion per year; or approximately 
$20 per year for every German man, 
woman, and child. 

The effectiveness of these dollar in¬ 
puts into the German economy was 
greatly increased by the manner in 
which they were employed and by the 
efficient response of German manage¬ 
ment and labor. Through counterpart 
funds and other devices a considerable 
part of these funds was used to in¬ 
crease capital investment and thus the 
technological equipment of German in¬ 
dustry, without any of the sacrifices 
that German consumers otherwise 
would have had to make for an invest¬ 
ment program of this magnitude. The 
result was an increase in both capital 
equipment and consumer goods. “To 
use a medical term,” says a German 
government publication, “it was ‘dollar 
therapy’ and the tonic effect of an 
American blood transfusion. . . . Every 
Marshall Plan dollar spent in Germany 
has resulted in $10 to $20 worth of 
goods produced and services ren¬ 
dered.” 2" 

The economic influence of the 
United States is heavily reinforced by 
psychological, social, and military con¬ 
siderations that make American friend¬ 
ship appear as the most important basis 
of what security the members of the 
West German foreign policy elites can 
hope for in this uncertain world. The 
results of this relationship have been 
conspicuous. In every major German 
foreign policy decision the government 
of the United States has been an in¬ 
visible—and sometimes not so invisible 
—partner. Nevertheless, there has been 

Ibid. The latter sum may have included 
orders placed in West Berlin for work done 
elsewhere in the Federal Republic. 

2« Germany Reports, 1953, pp. 239-243. 


a growing autonomous component in 
German foreign policy-making. The 
interplay of Get man aims and United 
States influence, and of the various 
domestic German interests, can be seen 
best by glancing briefly at a few actual 
cases of such policy decisions. The 
questions of German membership in 
the European Coal and Steel Com¬ 
munity; of German rearmament; of 
German reparations to Israel; and of 
negotiations with the Soviet Union 
about German reunification—these arc 
the cases in which we shall try to watch 
German foreign policy-making in 
operation. 

Toward the recovery of German 
influence 

A primary objective of German foreign 
policy since the creation of the Federal 
Republic in 1949 has been the re¬ 
covery of German influence in inter¬ 
national affairs. There have been dif¬ 
ferences between various elite groups 
and among the public at large over the 
means to be employed, but solid 
unanimity concerning the general ob¬ 
jective. The man primarily responsible 
for the conduct of German foreign 
policy from 1949 to 1957, Chancellor 
Konrad Adenauer, was singularly suc¬ 
cessful in his efforts to regain for Ger¬ 
many independence of action in the 
conduct of foreign policy without los¬ 
ing the political, military, and economic 
support of the Western allies—par¬ 
ticularly the United States. Adenauer’s 
policy was to establish Germany as the 
leading power and the senior partner of 
the United States on the European con¬ 
tinent by means of adroit and subtle 
moves, which gained for the Federal 
Republic full sovereignty and a leading 
position within the Western Alliance 
system in the course of a few years. In 
the face of frequently bitter opposition 
from some foreign policy elites, par- 



GERMAN FEDERAL REPUBLIC 


117 


ticularly the Social Democratic leader¬ 
ship, and often without the specific sup¬ 
port of public opinion, he gained his 
ends through close collaboration with 
the Western powers, particularly the 
United States. Adenauer gambled suc- 
ecssfully that temporary concessions 
would eventually yield major gains for 
German foreign policy and that the 
voters would sustain him at election 
time. He owed his success to a com¬ 
bination of factors, including bis un¬ 
rivalled position as the leader of the 
governing political elite, his remarkable 
prestige inside and outside Germany, 
his ability to enlist the support of 
crucial German elites for specific for¬ 
eign policy moves in spite of public op¬ 
position or indifference, his influence 
among leading policy-makers in West¬ 
ern countries, and last, but not least, 
the exigencies of the international 
situation. In general, Adenauer has 
exploited to the fullest his great formal 
and informal powers as chancellor and 
as leader of the largest German party 
—if necessary in the face of widespread 
public opposition at home and abroad 
—in order to gain his ends in foreign 
affairs. 

The European Coal and Steel Com¬ 
munity Treaty. The first step toward the 
recovery of German sovereignty and 
Germany’s liberation from allied con¬ 
trols after the creation of the Federal 
Republic was taken with the creation 
of the European Coal and Steel Com¬ 
munity (ECSC), popularly known as 
the Schuman Plan, Under the Occupa¬ 
tion Statute of 1949, the new German 
state gained only limited independence 
from control over its affairs by the 
three Western occupation powers—the 
United States, Great Britain, and 
France. A tripartite Allied High Com¬ 
mission was established, endowed with 
broad powers designed to assure that 
the Federal Republic would conform 
to Western plans for a democratic and 


demilitarized Germany and would 
honor the political and economic obli¬ 
gations it had undertaken in return for 
Allied agreement to the establishment 
of the new state. The Allied High 
Commission controlled the organiza¬ 
tion and operation of German business, 
endeavoring to prevent its reconcentra- 
tion in cartels and trusts and diverting 
a considerable share of the production 
of the Ruhr coal to foreign countries 
who had been victims of German ag¬ 
gression. It regulated political and 
economic relations between the new 
state and foreign countries; and, for 
all practical purpo.scs, the Commission 
represented the interests of the Federal 
Republic and its citizens abroad. 

The new German government, a 
coalition led by Adenauer, immediately 
sought ways and means to gain free¬ 
dom from allied supervision. These 
efforts were helped immeasurably by 
the rapid economic recovery of the new 
German state—aided largely by gen¬ 
erous financial assistance from the 
United States government—and by the 
intensification of the conflict between 
the Western allies and the Soviet 
Union. Failure to achieve agreement 
with the Soviet Union on the reunifica¬ 
tion of Germany and the belief that 
Russia might attack Western Europe 
through the territory of the Federal 
Republic led the Western occupation 
powers to yield to Adenauer’s demands 
for complete sovereignty. Even before 
the outbreak of the Korean conflict in 
July 1950, Western policy had begun 
to change from treating the Federal 
Republic as a defeated enemy to seek¬ 
ing its inclusion in the Western Alliance 
system as a major bulwark against 
Soviet aggression. These developments 
played directly into the hands of the 
leaders of the Federal Republic, who 
offered intimate collaboration to the 
Western powers in return for inde¬ 
pendence and complete German equal- 
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ity in the councils of the Western Alli¬ 
ance. Their first opportunity to move 
toward their objective came almost as 
soon as the new state had come into 
being, in May 1950, when French 
Minister Robert Schuman called for 
the pooling of Franco-German coal 
and steel production in an economic 
union which he invited other interested 
European states to join. 

The French foreign minister made 
his proposal for a variety of political, 
economic, and military reasons, in¬ 
cluding the desire to prevent the resto¬ 
ration of an independent German 
power on the continent that might once 
more become a threat to French se¬ 
curity. Conscious of the rapid recovery 
of German power, Schuman sought to 
make a virtue of apparent necessity 
by proposing a close organic bond 
between the Federal Republic, France, 
and other states of Western and Eastern 
Europe which, he hoped would permit 
resurgent German power to benefit, 
rather than threaten, the anti-Commu- 
nist nations of Europe. Schuman ad¬ 
vertised his proposal as the first step 
toward the economic and political uni¬ 
fication of Europe which, he claimed, 
would put an end to past Franco-Ger¬ 
man conflicts and prove advantageous 
to ail participating states. 

Chancellor Adenauer immediately 
hailed Schuman’s proposal as “epoch- 
making” and called for its speedy im¬ 
plementation in the form of a treaty. 
However, the spokesmen of the Fed¬ 
eral Republic let it be known that their 
country would join the proposed com¬ 
munity only if all existing restrictions 
on the Republic’s sovereignty, imposed 
by the occupation powers, were re¬ 
moved. The Occupation Statute of 
1949 was gradually revised in the 
course of the negotiations leading to the 
signing of the European Coal and Steel 
Community treaty in April, 1951. The 
Federal Republic was given partial 
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control over its foreign relations and 
some of the most severe allied controls 
over its domestic affairs were grad¬ 
ually dropped. In January, 1952, the 
Bundestag approved the ECSC treaty 
by a vote of 232 to 143. 

Bundestag approval of the ECSC 
treaty was not due to overwhelming 
public support. The “attentive public” 
in favor of the proposed coal and steel 
community declined steadily during ne¬ 
gotiations, while opposition increased. 
The largest number of Germans, how¬ 
ever, appear to have become increas¬ 
ingly indifferent toward the issue, 
leaving the final decision to the foreign 
policy-makers. 

West German armament as an in¬ 
strument of foreign policy. On the 
morning of May 9, 1955, the black, 
red, and gold flag of the German Fed¬ 
eral Republic rose at the Supreme 
Headquarters, Allied Powers Europe 
(SHAPE), while the band played the 
old German national anthem, Deutsch¬ 
land, Deutschland iiber alles, iiber 
alles in der Welt. It signified the ad¬ 
mission of a free and sovereign Ger¬ 
man state to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO)—almost ten 
years to the day since its new allies 
had dictated armistice terms to a van¬ 
quished Germany. After almost six 
years of determined efforts to throw 
off Western allied controls over Ger¬ 
man affairs, Chancellor Adenauer and 
his associates appeared at last to have 
obtained their goal. In exchange for 
the promise of a German military con¬ 
tribution to the defense of Western 
Europe they had gained for the Federal 
Republic “the full authority of a sov¬ 
ereign state over its internal and ex¬ 
ternal affairs,” a national military es¬ 
tablishment, a major voice in the 
councils of the Western powers, assur¬ 
ances of Western military and political 
support against Soviet Russia, and, 
finally. Western recognition of the 
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Bonn government as “the only Gorman 
Government . . . entitled to speak 
. . . as the representative of the 
[entire] German people in international 
affairs.” 

As in the case of ECSC, the nego¬ 
tiations leading to the abolition of 
Western controls and the recc'gnition 
of the Federal Republic as a sovereign 
and equal member of the NA'IO alli¬ 
ance demonstrated the far-, .ching 
and generally uncontested iiv 'pmd- 
ence of German foreign policy »..eti-.ion- 
makers from the inffuenee of domestic 
public opinion. The price that the 
Adenauer government agreed to pay 
for sovereignly and NATO member¬ 
ship was the setting up of a national 
military establishment, a decision re¬ 
peatedly opposed during the period of 
negotiations by more Germans than 
supported it, 

Adenauer and his closest associates 
sought to achieve their objective—as 
in the case of the European Coal and 
Steel Community—in the name of 
European integration. In December of 
1949 Adenauer launched a trial balloon 
by suggesting that Germans should 
contribute to the dcfen.se of Europe in 
a European Army. Apparently antici¬ 
pating early Western demands for a 
German defense contribution, on the 
basis of formal and informal current 
suggestions along these lines from 
Western political and military leaders, 
he maintained his position in the fol¬ 
lowing months despite violent opposi¬ 
tion both in the Federal Republic and 
abroad. Adenauer sought to impress 
upon Wqstcrn leaders the value of the 
Federal Republic as an ally and the 

See U.S. Congress, Senate, Protocol on 
the Termination of the Occupation Regime 
in the Federal Republic of Germany and 
Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on 
the Accession of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, 83d Congress, 2d Session, Execu¬ 
tives L and M, (Washington, D.C.; United 
States Government Printing Office, 1954). 


crucial role that it might play in a 
future conflict between the Soviet 
Union and the NATO powers. He 
claimed that the industrial and demo¬ 
graphic resources of the Federal Re¬ 
public might prove decisive in a future 
war; he stressed the danger of large- 
scale Soviet troop concentrations in 
Central Germany and the growing 
power of the so-called “People’s Po¬ 
lice” of the Communist-dominated 
German Democratic Republic, suggest¬ 
ing that short of a military contribution 
from the Federal Republic the Western 
powers lacked the forces to repel an at¬ 
tack from the East. For political as well 
as military reasons, Adenauer main¬ 
tained, the Western powers needed the 
loyal support of the people of the Ger¬ 
man Federal Republic; he offered it in 
exchange for an end to allied controls 
and the termination of existing limita¬ 
tions on the sovereignty of the Federal 
Republic. 

To gain his objective Adenauer was 
willing to risk Soviet threats against 
the Federal Republic and the possibU- 
ity that the reunification of Germany 
might be deferred indefinitely; as in 
the case of ECSC, he was prepared to 
sacrifice potential sovereign rights in 
return for the surrender of actual sov¬ 
ereign powers by other nations partici¬ 
pating in the creation of a European 
defense community. The same ideo¬ 
logical motives that influenced the 
CDU elite, under Adenauer’s leader¬ 
ship, to support the Schuman Plan of 
May 1950 also led it to support con¬ 
current proposals for the creation of a 
European army, even though every one 
of ten opinion polls between 1950 and 
1954 showed more opponents than 
supporters for the plan. 

However, political considerations 
were every bit as important. Member¬ 
ship in a European integration scheme 
for a German state both wealthier and 
more populous than any other conti- 
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nental state held out the prospect not 
only of equality for the Federal Repub¬ 
lic in such a union, but of potential 
leadership of the democratic nations of 
continental Europe. Instead of remain¬ 
ing merely a rump German state, facing 
the prospect of indefinite occupation 
and control by foreign powers, the 
Federal Republic might at least become 
“first among equals,” playing a leading 
role in international affairs as the leader 
of the continental nations, particularly 
toward the United States and the So¬ 
viet Union, the two super-powers of 
the world. Finally, such a role for 
Germany in a European military union 
promised to make it less dependent on 
foreign powers and to give its leaders 
a greater voice in matters affecting the 
defense of the Federal Republic against 
attack from the East. To gain these 
ends Adenauer was prepared to defy 
popular opposition to German rearma¬ 
ment. Sovereignty and equality for the 
Federal Republic through European 
integration were to him worth the price 
of a German military contribution, as 
Adenauer’s official biographer was to 
note.-2 

Adenauer’s arguments for a German 
military contribution to the defense of 
Western Europe against Communist 
attack seemed substantiated by the 
North Korean attack on South Korea 
in July of 1950. Particularly in the 
United States government, military and 
political leaders—some of whom had 
favored a German military contribu¬ 
tion, at least since 1949—reportedly 
interpreted the unexpected invasion as 
a clear warning that either the Soviet 
Union herself, or her East German 
satellite, might invade the Federal Re- 

22 See Paul Weymar, Konrad Adenauer: 
Die autorisierte Biographie (Miinchen: 
Kindler, 1955), pp. 500, 557. See also Fritz 
Rene Allemann, Bonn ist nicht Weimar 
(Koln-Berlin: Kiepenheuer and Witsch, 
1956), pp. 187-212. 


public too. Western allied forces in 
Germany, never very strong and fur¬ 
ther weakened by the diversion of mili¬ 
tary resources to Korea, appeared 
inadequate to meet the threat. Simul¬ 
taneously, the French government in¬ 
formed the United States that it was 
not interested in an allied strategy that 
depended primarily on U.S. air-atomic 
power, but wanted Western Europe to 
be defended by ground forces as far 
east as possible. 

While United States leaders sought 
desperately to stem the North Korean 
sweep down the peninsula. Chancellor 
Adenauer pointed with increasing em¬ 
phasis to the exposed situation of his 
country, and of Western Europe in 
general. Jn August 1950 he suggested 
to the Western allies the formation of 
a “special force of German volunteers” 
of the same size and strength as the 
“People’s Police” in the Soviet Zone 
of Germany—estimated to consist of 
from 50,000 to 80,000 trained soldiers. 
He coupled this appeal with the re¬ 
newed suggestion that the Federal Re¬ 
public might make a sizable contribu¬ 
tion to a European army in return for 
an end to allied controls and complete 
equality within a defense arrangement. 
SimuItaneou.sly, Adenauer appointed a 
former general to head a new office in 
the Federal government that was to 
lay plans for such a German military 
contribution. 

The United States government, upon 
the urgings of its military leaders, 
replied to Adenauer’s proposals by 
calling openly for the use of German 
productive resources and military man¬ 
power for the defense of Western Eu¬ 
rope. Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
asked British and French government 
leaders to agree to the inclusion of 
about ten German divisions in the 
NATO forces in Europe. But, in the 
face of French opposition to the crea¬ 
tion of an independent German army, 
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the three Western governments agreed 
that the German military contribution 
demanded “by democratic leader^ in 
Germany” should become part of an 
integrated European army. 

Urged on by United States leaders, 
the governments of the Federal Re¬ 
public of Germany, France, Italy, Bel¬ 
gium, the Netherlands, and Luxem¬ 
bourg for over two years hammered out 
a scheme for a European Defense Com¬ 
munity (EDO that would iworc or 
less parallel the pattern agre,\l upon 
for the Coal and Steel Community. 
While French negotiators, led by 
Adenauer’s friend. Foreign Minister 
Robert Schuman, .sought to limit Ger¬ 
man influence in the proposed military 
arrangement, the representatives of the 
Federal Republic demanded complete 
equality and the termination of allied 
controls over German affairs. The 
German spokesmen were aided not 
only by strong United States support, 
but, paradoxically, by popular opposi¬ 
tion to any rearmament in Germany 
itself. Pointing to gains for the opposi¬ 
tion Social Democrats—strongly op¬ 
posed to the scheme—in various local 
elections, Adenauer extracted major 
allied political concessions for the more 
“cooperative” German leaders. 

When the EDC treaty was finally 
signed in May 1952, it provided for 
the creation of 12 German divisions, 
an air force, and a small navy, which 
were to become major components of 
a European military establishment. 
True, the German Federal Republic 
was not yet admitted to NATO, but 
Chancellor Adenauer had no doubts 
that membership would follow as soon 
as the German defense contribution 
had begun to take concrete form. 
Simultaneously with the signing of the 
EDC treaty the Federal Republic con¬ 
cluded a Contractual Agreement with 
the three Western occupation powers 
which was to replace the Occupation 


Statute of 1949. In effect, this agree¬ 
ment terminated the occupation and 
put an end to practically all allied con¬ 
trols. However, Western forces remain¬ 
ing in Germany as “allies” retained the 
right to intervene in case the demo¬ 
cratic order in the Federal Republic 
should be threatened either from within 
or without. 

In May 1953 the Bundestag ap¬ 
proved the two agreements by a ma¬ 
jority of 59 votes, a considerably 
smaller margin of victory for Ade¬ 
nauer’s policies than in the case of the 
ECSC vote only a few months earlier. 
The treaties became the major issues 
of the campaign for the election of a 
new parliament, which followed rati¬ 
fication. The Christian Democratic 
elite, supported only diffidently by 
leaders of the smaller parties in the 
Adenauer coalition, claimed a major 
political victory for Germany. Opposi¬ 
tion came largely from a peculiar align¬ 
ment of militarists, pacifists, nationalist 
opponents of European integration, 
and “neutralists” who feared that mili¬ 
tary alignment with the West would 
prevent any Soviet agreement to the 
reunification of Germany. The Social 
Democratic and trade union elites, this 
time united, claimed that rearmament 
would restore the antidemocratic and 
bellicose German military leadership of 
the past and perpetuate the division of 
Germany. The Protestant elite was 
divided. Important members—like the 
Social Democratic leaders particularly 
sensitive to the needs of their silent 
“constituents” living under Soviet con¬ 
trol in Central and Eastern Germany 
—claimed that membership in EDC 
would constitute a “betrayal” of their 
“oppressed brethren.” The old military 
elite was also divided into proponents 
and opponents of EDC. Some sup¬ 
ported Adenauer’s claim that the po¬ 
litical and military gains for Germany 
outweighed whatever disadvantages the 
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agreements might Include. Others 
maintained that the limitations imposed 
upon a new German military establish¬ 
ment were unacceptable and asked that 
rearmament be deferred until political 
conditions and popular opinion bad 
become more favorable.”^ Strenuous 
Communist efforts, directed from the 
Soviet Zone, to draw the various oppo¬ 
sition groups into a united “patriotic” 
front proved unsuccessful. 

Despite widespread popular opposi¬ 
tion to rearmament the promised resto¬ 
ration of German sovereignty and the 
gains in Germany’s international posi¬ 
tion impressed many voters. Adenauer 
won a resounding personal victory in 
the election of 1953. His prestige and 
reputation as an effective rcpre.scnta- 
tivc of German interests gave the Chris¬ 
tian Democrats for the first time an 
absolute majority in the Bundestag; 
the ruling coalition now commanded 
the two-thirds majority required for 
constitutional changes, which arma¬ 
ment might require. Adenauer’s policy 
of German political recovery in inter¬ 
national affairs through European in¬ 
tegration was dealt a setback in August 
1954, when the French Chamber of 
Deputies rejected the EDC treaty and 
thus defeated the scheme. However, 
only 37 per cent of the respondents in 
a German poll following this defeat 
expressed regret for the failure of the 
project. 

The German chancellor immediately 
demanded complete sovereignty for 
the Federal Republic, maintaining that 
it had fulfilled its part of the bargain 
and was not to blame for the failure 
of the armament scheme. However, the 
British and American governments in¬ 
sisted that a German military contri¬ 
bution agreed to by the French re- 

"■* Sec, for example, excerpts from a mem¬ 
orandum by former Fleet Admiral Heinrich 
Gerlach, reprinted in Der Spiegel, April 3, 
1957, p. 16. 


main the sine Qun non for political 
sovereignty. On British initiative, rep¬ 
resentatives of the United States, Brit¬ 
ain, Canada, and the six continental 
countries that had signed the EDC 
treaty, formulated a hasty substitute. 
It provided for the creation of a na¬ 
tional German military establishment 
and the admission of the Federal Re¬ 
public to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization as a sovereign and equal 
partner, subject only to certain limita¬ 
tions on its future military power and 
the retention of a few formal rights on 
the part of the former occupation 
powers pertaining to West Berlin and 
German reunification. By May 1955 all 
the governments concerned had ratified 
these “Paris Agreements.” A major 
goal of Adenauer’s foreign policy since 
1949 had been achieved, though not 
exactly in the manner the chancellor 
had intended. The immediate political 
gains for the Federal Republic were 
even greater than under the proposed 
EDC arrangement; however, many of 
the proponents of European integra¬ 
tion among the German leaders paid 
the price only reluctantly. The immedi¬ 
ate gains of sovereignty, NATO mem¬ 
bership, and a national military estab¬ 
lishment did not appear to them to be 
worth the sacrifice of the European 
army scheme and its apparent promise 
of German leadership of a European 
political union. 

An unresolved foreign policy issue: 
German reunification and relations 
with the Soviet Union 

The preceding analysis has suggested 
repeatedly that foreign policy-makers in 
the Federal Republic have tended to 
show a great deal of independence 
from the pressure of public opinion. 
To this, there has been one conspicuous 
exception. On the issue of German 
reunification no important leader has 
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dared suggest that the Federal Repub¬ 
lic is more than a provisional arrange¬ 
ment pending the “liberation” of the 
Soviet zone. During the years that Ger¬ 
man policy-makers concentrated on 
gaining sovereignty and freedom of 
action for the “rump” German state, 
reunification as a policy objective took 
second place to these more immediate 
foreign policy goals, leading many non- 
German observers to undcresi'■■"ate its 
potential importance once sov,,reignty 
had been achieved. Since 19:\.-) low- 
ever, it has become increasingly appar¬ 
ent that peaceful reunification through 
some sort of arrangement with the 
Soviet Union is one of the most crucial 
foreign policy issues confronting deci¬ 
sion-makers in the Federal Republic, 
one that is likely to alTcct significantly 
the future relationship between the Re¬ 
public and its Western allies. 

Professions by official government 
spokesmen of support for European 
integration have tended to obscure 
the existence of considerable senti¬ 
ment for Germany reunification, par¬ 
ticularly among the refugees from 
the Soviet zone. As we said pre¬ 
viously, while it is possible to get indi¬ 
cations of mass support for reunifica¬ 
tion, the intensity of this support has 
not been measured. However, some in¬ 
dication may be gotten from comparing 
the attitude of the young Germans 
between 15 and 24 on the subject of 
European integration and German re¬ 
unification. In 1956, 50 per cent of a 
cross-section of German youth ex¬ 
pressed themselves as “very strongly” 
in favor of reunification at the present 
time and 30 per cent “strongly” in 
favor of it, compared respectively to 
only 34 per cent and 31 per cent of 
adults polled on the same issue. On 
the other hand, only 66 per cent of 
the young Germans were in favor of 
efforts toward uniting Western Europe, 
while 79 per cent of adults favored 


such efforts.^'* Thus, among German 
youth sentiment for reunification ap¬ 
pears to be a good deal stronger than 
sentiment for European unification, 
particularly when compared to the 
adult population. Not only do deep- 
rooted loyaUics to the idea of a united 
German nation appear at the present 
time far stronger than support for the 
supranational ideal of European uni¬ 
fication, but intimate personal bonds 
link a large number of citizens of the 
Federal Republic to German lands and 
peoples presently under Communist 
domination. Over 27 per cent of the 
foreign policy elites and 26 per cent 
of the population are natives of Central 
and Eastern Germany. In February 
1953, 44 per cent of the respondents 
in a public opinion poll claimed either 
relatives or friends living in the Soviet 
zone of Germany; when one adds to 
these the number of West Germans 
with personal acquaintances, the share 
of West Germans with such personal 
contacts should be well above one-half 
the population of the Federal Republic. 
Many of these human contacts have 
remained active; in February 1953 al¬ 
most two West Germans out of every 
five said they were sometimes writing 
letters to the East zone, and almost one 
in three had sent Christmas packages 
there. Every month several thousand 
refugees from the Soviet zone enter the 
Federal Republic, serving as a constant 
reminder that 17 million Germans re¬ 
main outside the present “rump” Ger¬ 
man state. 

In addition to national and personal 
sentiments, visions of potential political 
and economic gains motivate the de¬ 
mand for reunification. With a popula¬ 
tion of 81 million and the largest area 
by far of all European states, a united 
Germany would once more rank among 
the leading powers of the world— 

24 DIVO, Basic Orientation . . . 1956, pp. 
123-139. 
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second only to the United States and 
the Soviet Union. Although presently 
trade between the Federal Republic 
and Communist countries is negligible 
—even trade with the Soviet zone 
amounted to only about 2 per cent of 
its total foreign trade—reunification 
might open up vast new markets. 

The magnitude and intensity of pop¬ 
ular pressure for German reunification 
is evidenced by the attitudes of the 
elites. Opinion leaders in the Federal 
Republic have sought to outdo each 
other in denouncing the division of 
Germany as intolerable and in labeling 
reunification the most important na¬ 
tional duty confronting the govern¬ 
ment. General agreement exists that 
reunification must be achieved peace¬ 
fully and by means of free elections of 
a national assembly throughout Ger¬ 
many, and not through negotiations 
with the “puppet” regime of the Soviet 
zone. Elite views diverge, however, on 
the strategy that should be employed 
by the government of the Federal Re¬ 
public in achieving reunification. 

Most German leaders acknowledge 
—however reluctantly—that the gov¬ 
ernment is not a free agent in the 
matter of reunification. German unity, 
they admit, depends in the last analysis 
upon agreement between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Chancel¬ 
lor Adenauer and his supporters have 
taken the position that the best means 
of obtaining such an agreement consists 
in inducing the Western leaders—and 
United States leaders in particular—to 
adopt this German national objective 
as their own, and to treat it as more 
important than any other United States 
interest that might conceivably be 
served by an American-Soviet settle¬ 
ment on other issues. Any general 
settlement of outstanding East-West 
differences, it is argued, would then 
have to include the unification of Ger¬ 
many on terms satisfactory to the gov¬ 


ernment of the Federal Republic. To 
gain such support, however, the Re¬ 
public and its leaders must convince 
Western leaders of their devotion and 
loyalty to the Western Alliance; above 
all, they must convince them that a 
reunified Germany would be no threat 
to the peace of the world. According 
to Adenauer, the most effective way 
to earn such confidence and support 
is for the Federal Republic to take the 
leadership in the movement for Euro¬ 
pean Union. Therefore, the Chancellor 
has claimed, without the unification 
of Europe there can be no unification 
of Germany. 

In recent years Germans appear to 
have become increasingly pessimistic- 
regarding the chances for reunification 
of their country in the near future. 
While professing the desire for reuni¬ 
fication with undiminished strength, 
both elite and mass opinion have re¬ 
flected such pessimism. In September 
1955, 18 per cent of Germans in a 
.survey thought the chances for reuni¬ 
fication were bad and 3 per cent 
thought they were very bad; by March 
1958 this had risen to 33 per cent who 
thought the chances were bad and 
7 per cent who thought they were 
very bad.-® The new program of the 
Social Democratic Party, heretofore 
identified with efforts to seek reunifica¬ 
tion through neutralization, dropped 
all references to reunification and neu¬ 
tralization. Implied is the acceptance 
of the status quo. Leaders of the Prot¬ 
estant church, who in the past were 
often critical of Adenauer’s pro-West¬ 
ern policies, have yielded in the face 
of Soviet intransigeance to a “more 
realistic” point of view. They, too, are 
no longer to be found in the forefront 
of the neutralist, pacifist, and national¬ 
ist elements who in the past believed 
that the cause of German unity would 

25 DIVO, Umfragen, 38. 
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be better served by loosening the ties 
that the Chancellor had forged between 
the Federal Republic and the West. 
Without enthusiasm, many West Ger¬ 
mans have come to accept the present 
split of Germany. There appears to be 
a reluctant acceptance of a fact un¬ 
acceptable to most West Germans in 
the past, that the status quo is likely to 
be perpetuated indefinitely by a tacit 
understanding between the leaders of 
the great powers to shelve the issue of 
German unification indefinitt ly lor the 
sake of compromise on other issues, 
such as the state of Berlin, disarma¬ 
ment, and peaceful competition in the 
Afro-Asian area. 

By 1961 Germany seemed further 
from reunification than in 1949. At 
best the foreign policy of the Adenauer 
government appeared to be preserving 
the status quo; at worst it seemed to 
be aggravating the division of the na¬ 
tion. However, Adenauer's failure to 
register any concrete gains by a sup¬ 
posedly dynamic drive for reunification 
seemed not to be counted against him 
by the electors. For this there was 
perhaps no greater evidence than the 
ceasing of opposition charges that he 
and his associates had merely paid lip 
service to the cause of reunification. 
Earlier claims that the predominantly 
Roman Catholic, West and South Ger¬ 
man conservative elites supporting 
Adenauer and influencing his foreign 
policy feared the political and eco¬ 
nomic effort of unification are no 
longer being heard. The elites, as well 
as mass opinion, appear to have fully 
awakened to the fact that, at present, 
reunification lies beyond the control of 
the German policy-makers. 

These foreign policy-makers are 
faced with a deadlock between Soviet 
and Western leaders on a formula for 
German unity. Both sides conceive the 
potential status of a united Germany 
as a matter so vital to their respective 


interests that they have found it im¬ 
possible to make the concessions that 
a compromise solution would require. 
Western leaders sec the terms for re¬ 
unification proposed by the Soviet 
leaders as designed to give control over 
this strategic area to the U.S.S.R., while 
the latter insist that a Germany united 
according to Western plans would con¬ 
stitute a menace to the Soviet Union 
and its allies in Eastern Europe. The 
resulting deadlock has aroused wide¬ 
spread suspicions in the Federal Re¬ 
public that neither Western nor Soviet 
leaders are genuinely interested in 
resolving the issue—protestations by 
both sides to the contrary—while the 
German government seems unable to 
do anything about it. “The German 
people . . . [arc merely] the subjects 
of negotiations between foreign powers 
which pursue only their own interests,” 
observed the leading foreign affairs 
journal in the Federal Republic after 
ten years of inconclusive four-power 
negotiations on German unification. 
This sense of exasperation and frustra¬ 
tion has repeatedly led to demands that 
the leaders of the Federal Republic 
take matters into their own hands and 
negotiate directly with the Soviet gov¬ 
ernment. However, attempts in this 
direction have been singularly unsuc¬ 
cessful. This was illustrated by Ade¬ 
nauer’s visit to Moscow in September 
1955. 

The termination of the occupation 
regime in May 1955 was taken by 
many influential leaders of the Federal 
Republic as the signal for the start of 
direct negotiations with the Soviet 
Union on reunification. Such sentiments 
were strengthened by the failure of the 
Geneva four-power talks on German 
unification the following July. There¬ 
fore, when Soviet leaders invited Ade¬ 
nauer to come to Moscow in Septem¬ 
ber 1955, he accepted, evidently shar¬ 
ing the widespread German view that 
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his bargaining position was strong 
enough to extract favorable terms from 
the Soviet government. It turned out, 
however, that he had overestimated his 
own position and underestimated that 
of the Russian leaders. The latter re¬ 
fused to discuss reunification, but sug¬ 
gested that he negotiate directly with 
the leaders of the German Democratic 
Republic—the satellite regime of the 
Soviet zone—which no political leader 
in the Federal Republic was then, or 
is now, willing to do. Adenauer re¬ 
fused, but agreed to the establishment 
of diplomatic relations between the 
Federal Republic and the Soviet Union 
in return for the release of several 
thousand German pri.soners of war still 
in Soviet captivity. To many opinion- 
leaders in Germany it seemed that 
Adenauer had walked into a Soviet 
trap. By agreeing to the establishment 
of diplomatic relations he seemed to 
have accepted the Soviet claim that 
there were two German states, both 
represented in Moscow, and that uni¬ 
fication could only come about by 
negotiations between their respective 
governments. However, Adenauer 
quickly sought to dispel the impression 
that he had abandoned the claim of 
the Federal Government to be the only 
German government and that he was 
moving toward recognition of the So¬ 
viet-zone regime. In fact, he had ob¬ 
tained the release of some prisoners, 
which his Western allies had failed to 
procure. The presence of a Russian 
ambassador in Bonn, and of a West 
German ambassador in Moscow, rep¬ 
resented a relative increase in German 
independence and bargaining power 
vis-^-vis the West; and Adenauer had 
gained these points without injuring in 
any way his reputation for rock-solid 
reliability as an ally of the Western 
powers. However, it was evident that 
the Federal Republic could ill afford 


to go much further in the way of inde¬ 
pendent negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, and that it still depended upon 
the Western powers—and particularly 
upon the United States—to achieve the 
professed major foreign policy objec¬ 
tive of its leaders: German unity. 

Between 1949 and 1956 German 
foreign policy-makers were highly suc¬ 
cessful in obtaining their objectives in 
negotiations with the Western occupa¬ 
tion powers, primarily because the lat¬ 
ter were willing and able to pay the 
price demanded. To obtain the politi¬ 
cal, military, and economic participa¬ 
tion of the Federal Republic in the 
Western Alliance against the Soviet 
Union, they agreed to Adenauer’s de¬ 
mands for sovereignty and equality. 
Reunification is another matter. As 
long as international tensions remain 
acute, a united Germany may seem 
too dangerous to either side in the 
East-West contest. Small or unarmed 
countries can be neutral in the sense 
that neither side is forced to count 
them as enemies or allies, but a large, 
armed country would be not so much 
neutral as just uncommitted; it might 
keep everyone in fear as to what it 
might decide to do at any time with its 
concentrated power. In the case of 
Germany, now still divided, neither 
Eastern nor Western leaders seem 
overly eager to hasten the day when 
such fears might become real. Although 
German reunification often has been 
described—^particularly by German 
leaders—as a major means to lessen 
tensions between East and West, it 
seems possible that a reduction of in¬ 
ternational tensions through compro¬ 
mises on some other issues might make 
German reunification more acceptable 
to the other powers. 

Thus, the great threat confronting 
the German objective of a reunited 
nation is the possibility of a tacit agree- 
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ment between the great power leaders 
to leave the issue indefinitely in abey¬ 
ance—as in the case of divided Korea 
and Indochina. This possibility has be¬ 
come particularly acute with recent 
attempts to halt the armament race 
between the Soviet Union and the 
United States. Prodded by Chancellor 
Adenauer, Western leaders formerly 
insisted that agreement on German re¬ 
unification must precede agreement on 
disarmament, but indications have 
been abundant that their posaion need 
not remain rigid: German unification, 
unlike disarmament, has little appeal 
among either foreign-policy elites or 
publics outside Germany. 

German leaders could render the 
achievement of such East-West com¬ 
promises on other issues more difli- 
cult. If they chose, they could exercise 
their influence to hamper or even block 
agreement on disarmament; they prob¬ 
ably could intensify and dramatize the 
daily East-West frictions in divided 
Germany. But it is difficult to sec how 
any such action would bring reunifica¬ 
tion closer. At most they could use 
their insistence on the priority of re¬ 
unification as a bargaining technique, 
in order to exact concessions from both 
East and West to German interests on 
other and more manageable matters. 

PROSPECTS FOR GERMAN 
FOREIGN POLICY 

The study of the background of foreign 
policy-making in the German Federal 
Republic among the various policy¬ 
making institutions, interest groups, 
and sectors of public opinion, reveals 
a limited area of agreement, sur¬ 
rounded by substantial cleavages of 
attitudes and interests and by the pos¬ 
sibility of stubborn deadlocks. 

Government, interest groups, and 
the general public all desire, by and 


large, a peaceful return of Germany 
to leadership and power in Europe— 
and through Europe, perhaps in a 
larger area of the world. A substantial 
majority want peace, freedom from 
Communist control, and economic and 
political links to the United States— 
and they do not want to have to choose 
between these aims. Second to these 
primary goals comes German reunifi¬ 
cation as a long-range aim. 

"The First Servant of Europe" 

European integration comes only in 
third place; it is often seen as a road 
to German leadership or to the attain¬ 
ment of other German goals, rather 
than as an end in it.self. Among Ger¬ 
man elite members, as well as among 
the electorate, there are many who 
are likely to show little enthusiasm for 
remaining in any close European com¬ 
munity that would prove unresponsive 
to German leadership or major influ¬ 
ence. Other groups—though perhaps 
less strong—might be willing to accept 
a more modest role for Germany in a 
united Europe. The cleavage between 
those who want Germany to lead a 
Western European community and 
those who want her merely to join 
it has been adroitly bridged for the 
time being by the formulation of a 
prominent CDU leader and former 
diplomat, the President of the 
Bundesrat, Kurt Sieveking: 

England and France . . . will always 
... be preoccupied by extra-European 
tasks. . . . Italy is . . . not yet developed 
to its full strength. From this it is evident 
that Germany will become ever more the 
natural nucleus of crystallization for Eu¬ 
rope. . . . Above all it must be made 
absolutely clear that this German foreign 
policy is far from any thought of any 
hegemony over Europe and that Gcr- 
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many, as one put it in a well-known 
saying, is “the first servant of Europe.” ^6 

The “well-known saying,” so aptly 
recalled by Herr Sicveking, is indeed 
well known to almost every educated 
German: it is the classic eighteenth- 
century phrase in which the absolute 
ruler of Prussia, King Frederick the 
Great, called himself “the first servant” 
of the State, and thus pictured his en¬ 
lightened despotism as a matter not 
only of right but of duty. Nationalists 
may take heart from what they may 
well read as a broad hint of future 
aspirations, whereas more liberal- 
minded “Europeans” may take com¬ 
fort from the explicit rejection of any 
thought of German hegemony, which 
prefaces it in the same sentence. Like 
many a present-day political leader, 
Herr Sicveking is raising here two sets 
of overtones and expectations in the 
.same statement, and thus appealing at 
the one and same time to different sec¬ 
tions of his variegated audience. 

How much stress on military power? 

In practice, this policy of cautious ad¬ 
vance toward greater power within 
the Western Alliance system may mean 
that German reunification will remain 
largely in the realm of rhetoric. The 
Soviet government has no motive, for 
the time being, to concede German 
reunion on Western terms, and the 
Western powers have no effective 
means of pressure to make the Soviets 
change their minds. Faced with a dead¬ 
locked international situation and a 
divided public opinion at home, some 
German statesmen in early 1957 again 
sought unity through ambiguity, by 
promising greater German power that 
would force concessions from other 

26 Kurt Sicveking, “Die curopiiische Auf- 
gabe der deutschen Aussenpolitik,” Aussen- 
politik, 6:3, March 1957, pp. 150-151 


countries, yet not endanget peace be¬ 
yond the limits of tolerable risk. The 
implications for foreign policy have 
been put illvimiuatiugly in an article by 
the Federal Minister of Defense, Franz- 
Josef Strauss: 

In the age of the pax atomica there are 
no military solutions. . . . The problem 
of reunification, too, must and can only 
be solved politically. . . . However one 
may regret it . . . the fad remains that 
the position and influence of a people 
depend as well upon the strength and 
dependability of its allies as upon its own 
military power. . . . Those who ask us 
—quite rightly—to accept Soviet power 
as a reality, should after alt not deny 
their own people the right and the oppor¬ 
tunity to become likewise a reality. In all 
negotiations about reunification, risks and 
chances must be weighed against each 
other. The risks will diminish, the chances 
will improve, the more Germany herself 
has to throw into the scales. ... A pol¬ 
icy of strength in the age of the hydrogen 
bomb means in no case that one wants 
to use military pressure, with the risk of 
a third world war, in order to bring about 
some territorial changes, if necessary even 
by force. A policy of strength means 
rather that one’s own freedom of decision 
cannot be influenced by pressure from 
hostile or unfriendly quarters. . . . Ger¬ 
many . . . must become so indispensable 
to her Western friends, and so respectable 
for her potential adversary, that both 
will value her presence in the negotia¬ 
tions. 

In another formulation of his views, 
Herr Strauss was quoted as adding: 

27 Franz-Josef Strauss, “Sicherheit und 
Wiedervereinigung,” Russenpolitik, 6:3, 
March 1957, pp. 140-47. 

28 M.S. Handler, “Key Aide in Bonn Of¬ 
fers Unity Idea: Defense Minister Suggests 
Use of Military Potential to Attain Objec¬ 
tive,” New York Times, February 20, 1957. 
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. . , although there exists a prefer¬ 
ence . . . for a reunited Germany to 
belong to a military alliance with the 
West, the hard political requirements of 
the German people might cause them to 
make a decision according to the Aus¬ 
trian pattern (of neutralization between 
East and West). . . . Such a decision 
would have to rest on very sober political 
and military considerations. . . . With¬ 
out possessing potential power, * ■ rmany 
will never have a chance to be he- J. 

The game of juggling— 
and its limits 

Some journalists took an exuberant 
view of German opportunities in the 
near future; thus a popular weekly 
wrote in April 1957 •. 

If all goes according to plan, German 
foreign policy . . . will at last be able 
to play the diplomatic game with two 
balls: on the one hand, one will be able 
to negotiate with the Western powers 
about an initiative in the German ques¬ 
tion, and on the other hand with the 
Soviets about an improvement in rela¬ 
tions, which is—according to the con¬ 
current views of Konrad Adenauer and 
Nikolai Bulganin—the precondition for 
reunification. 

A respected review gave a more 
sober estimate: 

We have more of a bipartisan foreign 
policy than both (major) parties care 
to admit. ... In foreign policy matters 
we are not independent, and it often 
smacks of phrase-making to call here for 
German initiatives. It is rather in regard 
to our internal affairs that we arc really 
sovereign. 

Der Spiegel, April 3, 1957, p. 12. 

30 “Wo findet der Wahlkampf Statt?” Die 
Gcgenwari, 12:5, March 9, 1957, p. 130. 


The four views just cited—the hopes 
for German leadership in Europe, for 
German military power as a counter in 
diplomatic bargaining, the play with the 
“two balls” of possible negotiations 
with East and West, and the resigned 
acceptance of Germany’s lack of real 
independence in international affairs— 
indicate some of the limits of the nar¬ 
row space within which German 
policy-makers are confined for the deci¬ 
sions left to them. Thus confined and 
limited in its possibilities, German for¬ 
eign policy might well promise stability 
for some years to come. 

Much of this prospective stability, 
however, depends on outside limits and 
on outside props. If economic pros¬ 
perity in the Western world should give 
way to a serious depression; if Ameri¬ 
can interest and aid should be with¬ 
drawn; if a sharply increased risk of 
war should pul much greater shv>rt- 
term strains and burdens upon Ger¬ 
many; if the Soviet Union should make 
some substantially more favorable offer 
on matters of German reunification; 
if a further deterioration of the French 
position at home or in her overseas 
territories should bring about a changed 
situation in Western Europe; or if 
some drastic change in some of the 
countries of the Soviet bloc should 
create new conditions among Ger¬ 
many’s Eastern neighbors—in any of 
these events German foreign policy¬ 
makers might find themselves quickly 
face-to-face with the need for major 
new decisions. 

Such decisions in response to major 
international changes might easily en¬ 
tail a broad revision of German foreign 
policy. What their outeome would be 
is hard to foresee. Here we encounter 
some of the limits of any political 
analysis based on the past and on the 
background conditions of the policy¬ 
making process. The past suggests that 
some German responses could be 
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dramatic; but it does not tell us what 
they would be. 

We can, however, look to some Ger¬ 
man policy choices that are currently 
being made—sometimes as specific 
moves, sometimes as mere shifts of 
emphasis—which may be tell-tale in¬ 
dicators of the possible ways in which 
larger decisions might be made if 
circumstances should demand them. 
Such a tell-tale indication are current 
German attitudes toward any efforts at 
reducing East-West tensions or at 
limiting the arms race, particularly in 
nuclear weapons. Will German policy 
leaders welcome such efforts as favor¬ 
ing later German reunification, or will 
they insist that reunification must come 
first? Related to this arc changes in 
the emphasis on Germany’s need for 
greater military power, in order to make 
the U.S.S.R. and other countries more 
receptive to the German point of view. 
Will such themes and hints diminish or 
increase as time goes on? What will 
happen in this respect when the Ger¬ 
man army becomes stronger, and when 
the question of nuclear weapons for 
Germany becomes acute? 

What will be the next developments 
in German-Soviet relations? Some 
members of the German foreign policy 
elite arc urging “genuine and fruitful” 
diplomatic relations with the U.S.S.R. 
“It makes no sense,” wrote an SPD 
leader. Carlo Schmid, “to act as if the 
Soviet Union did not exist as a genuine 
business partner. For that, our direct 
and indirect business dealings with 
them are too large.” In the same con¬ 
nection the question of German diplo¬ 
matic relations to other Soviet-bloc 
countries has been raised, with both 
Social Democrats like Carlo Schmid 
and CDU leaders like Kurt Sieveking 
coming out publicly in favor of the 
opening of formal diplomatic relations 
with Poland. 

Other indications of possible trends 


arc found in German policies toward 
Western European integration, and in 
the development of German elite and 
popular attitudes toward the conflicts 
of West European powers with native 
independence movements in their 
colonics. German leaders have refused 
to become too closely identified with 
their European allies in the Afro-Asian 
countries which have lately gained their 
independence. German foreign policy 
leaders have not been eager to see their 
country join the United Nations, since 
membership might limit their present 
ability to be allied with former colonial 
powers in Europe without becoming 
identified with their policies in Afro- 
Asia. Economically and politically, the 
Federal Republic has been reaping the 
benefits of its relatively neutral position 
in the disputes between such of its 
European allies as France, Portugal, 
the Netherlands, and Belgium, and their 
present or former colonial possessions. 
When put to the test on such issues, 
German leaders have shown little of the 
“European” solidarity that has often 
been a general theme in official German 
foreign policy pronouncements. Ger¬ 
man press opinion has tended to stress 
the inevitability and strength of Asian 
and African independence movements 
and to rejoice in the favorable recep¬ 
tion which German products and Ger¬ 
man businessmen have encountered in 
many newly independent countries. It 
is perhaps in this area, as friend and 
business partner of the so-called “un¬ 
committed” nations of the world, that 
Western Germany may find its chief op¬ 
portunities in the next decade. 

Whaf kind of Germany? 

Perhaps the most important of all cur¬ 
rent decisions that may indicate possi¬ 
ble German behavior in the event of 
a drastic international change or major 
crisis arc those which bear on the 
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official and unofficial attitudes lowaid 
the remnants of Nazism and old-line 
militarism inside Germany. Any major 
crisis in foreign policy is likely to 
strain the limited consensus of the dif¬ 
ferent ideological and interest groups 
that have been held together by the 
conditions of the Adenauer era. Under 
such strains, any major decision about 
German foreign policy may well be¬ 
come involved in a decision as to 
what kind of country Germany is to 
become and what groups and ideas are 
to lead her. Some decisions of this 
kind—on the attitudes to the Na/i past, 
to the war criminals, to authoritarian¬ 
ism—have been made, while others 
have been largely or partly shelved 
thus far. If the rest of the world re¬ 
mains stable for the next ten years, 
Germany’s moderate foreign policy and 
constitutional domestic evolution may 
well remain secure. The small current 
decisions about Germany’s foreign 
policies, however, and even more those 
about her internal democracy and her 
domestic prestige and power structure, 
may give us some inkling of the con¬ 
flicts that might erupt among different 
German foreign policy elites, and 
among different opinion groups, if 
times should become acutely critical or 
dangerous again. 

On the surface, the German Federal 
Republic looks like a stable political 
community, whose leaders are pursuing 
a steadfast policy of national recovery 
within a Western Alliance, and who arc 
backed in this enterprise by a wide 
measure of solid political consensus 
among their people. More closely con¬ 
sidered, the same Republic resembles 
rather a political and psychological 
convalescent. The political unity of her 
population still is precarious, and it 
could easily break under strain. Any 
policy by other Western powers de¬ 
signed to make Germany bear the 
major burdens of maintaining Western 


power m Europe in a period of major 
stress migbl weW prove ftazardous in 
the extreme. 

Under these conditions, time wisely 
used might well work for the West. 
Each additional year of peace, pros¬ 
perity, and confidence might aid in the 
consolidation of German democracy 
and help Germany to become a full 
member of the Western community of 
nations by inner conviction and tradi¬ 
tion, rather than only by strategic as¬ 
sociation and expediency. The great 
humanitarian and democratic traditions 
are alive in Germany today, and a con¬ 
stitutional system of government has 
had a few years to take root. Very 
much may depend on giving these tradi¬ 
tions a chance to become stronger in 
the next few years in an international 
environment that is sufficiently peaceful 
to permit them to become more lirmly 
and deeply established in the social 
fabric and the living memories of the 
German people. 
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CONTINUITY AND CHANGE IN 
RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY 

One of the most baflling aspects of 
Soviet foreign policy is its remarkable 
capacity for evoking the most yaxic^ 
gat ed and contradictory responses t o 
its diplomacy. “In its distant objec¬ 
tives,” writes Edward Cran k shaw , “the 
for eign policy of the So- ^ 
vict Union is less obscure 
and more coherent than 
tha t of any other coim-| 
tryj^yet its immediate 
intentions and the moti¬ 
vations behind its day-to- 
day diplomacy often ap¬ 
pear incoherent, caprici¬ 
ous, and almost always 
enigmatic.' 

The foreign policy of any country, 
the Soviet Union included, is not, how¬ 
ever, simply the sum total of its avowed 
intentions, no matter how sincerely and 
devotedly they are adhered to, but must 
depend upon the capacity, in the pres¬ 
ent or in the future, to carry out its 
intentions. “Inj)rdcr to transform the 
wijrld. ” Stalin'lolcT'H. G. Wells in 
1934, “it is n ecessary to have political 


po wer . . . as a lev er of change.” * 
Marxist idcolo^, remforced by the 
early experiences of the Soviet regime, 
thus has persuaded the .Krcnilin t hat 
the capacity to transform intentions 
into reality is indisti nguishable from 
power, a power which is objectively 
determined by the economic and social 
foundations of society, but which; in 
turn, can dictate the evo¬ 
lution of society towards 
particular ethical and 
political goals. 

In order to draw a 
proper appraisal of So¬ 
viet diplomacy at any 
given time, the voluntar¬ 
istic aspects of Soviet for¬ 
eign policy must always 
be measured against its power to over¬ 
come the deterministic impediments of 
international reality. Thus, although 
the Soviet Union can plan the calcu¬ 
lated growth of the economic and mili¬ 
tary foundations of its power, it cannot 
“ plan” foreign policy. This fact was 
eloquently stated by Maxim Litvinov 
to the Central Executive Committee in 
1929: 


VERNON 

V. 

ASPATURIAN 


3. 


1 The New York Times Book /ter/t'ii’, July "J. V. Stalin and H. G. Wells, Marxism 
1949, p. 4. vs. Liberalism (New York: 19.14), p. 14. 
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Unlike other Commissariats, the Com¬ 
missariat for Foreign Affairs cannot, un¬ 
fortunately, put forward a five-year plan 
of work, a plan for the development of 
foreign policy. . . . In . . . drawing up 
the plan of economic development we 
start from our own aspirations and 
wishes, from a calculation of our own 
potentialities, and from the firm prin¬ 
ciples of our entire policy, but in examin¬ 
ing the development of foreign policyf 
we have to deal with a number of factors 
that are scarcely subject to calculation, 
with a number of elements outside out 
control and the scope of our action. In- 
lernafionaL-agaics- ^Hipr-^^mposc d not only 
of our own aspiratio ns and act ion s, but 
of .thos e of a larg e number of countries 
. . . pursuinH other aims than ours, and 
using o ther means to a ch ieve those aims 
than we allow .^ 

The balance between the voluntaris¬ 
tic ah( J dctcrnunistic componcnfs~~of 
^vi^f oreign policy is. neither fixed 

and dclibciatcJluxT-ln the initial stages 
of the Bolshevik Republic, its foreign 
policy was virtually at the mercy of 
external forces over which it could 
exercise little control, and Soviet di¬ 
plomacy assumed the characteristic 
contours of a weak power struggling for 
survival under onerous conditions. As 
its economic and military position en¬ 
hanced, it gradually assumed the char¬ 
acteristics of a Great Power, and given 
its geographical and cultural context, it 
took on the distinctive features of its 
Tsarist predecessors and the impulse 
to subjugate its immediate neighbors. 


The geographic and historical 
inheritance 


“Marxism,” writes a contemporary 
Soviet specialist on diplomacy, “teaches 

* Protokoly Zasedani Tsentralnovo Ispol- 
nitelnovo Komiteta Sovetov, Bulletin 14, 
(Moscow: 1930), p. 1. 


that ec onomic factors determine thc 
fo reign*poUcv and diplomacy of a state 
o nly in the long run, and tha t politics 
an d dip l omacy arc, in a certain sen se, 
conditioned by tHc colicrcte historical 
period and by many other elements 
(nof'cxcludlhg’^verC fdr mstancc, the 
geographical situation of a given coun¬ 
try).”^ Although Soviet writers may 
still tend to agree with the observation 
of the hapless Karl Radek, that “it is 
silly to say that geography play? the 
paitoTTaler that it~ deter mines the 
foreign pol icy of a state. ” geography is 
nonetheless the most permanent con¬ 
ditioning factor in a country’s foreign 
policy; for location, topography, and 
natural resources are significant—and 
often decisive—determinants of a coun¬ 
try’s economic and military power.” 
Geography’s effects, however, are rela¬ 
tive, rarely-ahsolpte, always dependent 
upon the more variable factors in a 
country’s character, such as.ils..cultural 
traditions, political instituti ons, size and 
diversity of its-pop ulation, the exploi¬ 
tation of its natural resources, and the 
skill of its statesmen. A country’s geog¬ 
raphy, with rare exceptions, cannot be 
remade; it can only be utilized more 
effectively. Thus, although Radek’s 
contention that “the., questions raised 
by geography. are dealt with by each 
social formation in its own way . . . 
determined by its peculiar economic 
and political aims,” remains incontest¬ 
able, it was the blessing of Providence 
that this vast empire secreted all the 
basic ingredients for the erection of a 
powerful industrial and military state, 
given the necessary will and determina¬ 
tion of its leadership. Had Russia been 
a wasteland with limited raw materials, 

<F. I. Kozhevnikov, “Engels on 19th 
Century Russian Diplomacy,” Sovetskoye 
Cosudarstvo i Pravo (No. 12), December, 
1950,pp. 18-34. 

”Karl Radek, “The Bases of Soviet For¬ 
eign Policy,” in H. F. Armstrong, ed.. The 
Foreign Affairs Reader (New York: Harper 
& Brothers, 1947), p. 173. 
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she would have been doomed as a 
permanent pre-industrial society, and 
the character of her foreign policy— 
her very existence—would have been 
vastly different, and her vaunted ideol¬ 
ogy would have long been relegated to 
the ash cans of history,*- 

The Soviet Union, like Tsarist Rus¬ 
sia before it, is the largest single con¬ 
tinuous intercontinental empire in the 
world. Embracing fully one-half of 
two continents, the Soviet LUiion has 


the world’s longest and most exposed 
frontier, which is both its greatc.st po¬ 
tential hazard and one of its prime 
assets in i nternational po litics. As a 
part of^both Europe and Asia, and 
embracing riioFe than 150 ethnic and 


linguistii 

sophisti cated nations to the most primi¬ 
tive , the U.S.'S.R. ach i eve s a unique 

nied a ny other 


country, including the United States 
with its "ethnically variegated but lin¬ 
guistically assimilated population. Rus¬ 
sia’s serpentine frontier is both a conse¬ 
quence of the indefensible character of 
the central Russian plain and at the 
same time an important conditioning 
factor in the further evolution and exe¬ 
cution of its foreign policy. For a weak 
Russia, such a frontier affords maxi¬ 
mum exposure to attack, but for a 
powerful Russian state, this extended 
frontier, bordering on nearly a dozen 
states, offers an enviable and limitless 
choice for the exertion of diplomatic 
pressure. Since 1939 the Soviet Union 
has annexed four of its former neigh¬ 
bors, seized territory from seven more, 
and has made territorial demands 
upon two others; most of this territory 
was previously lost by a weakened 
Russia. Of all her bordering states, 
only Afghanistan has not been im¬ 
posed upon to cede territory to the 
Soviet Union. 

In the past, Russia’s geographical 
position has exposed her to continuous 
depredations and subjugation from all 


directions—an inevitable consequence 
of political disunity in a geographically 
indefensible community. If geography 
simplified the conquest of a divided 
Russia, it also facilitated the expansion 
of a united and powerful Russian state, 
which pushed out in all directions, until 
it was arrested by superior force. 

In the absence of more obvious geo¬ 
graphical obstacles to her enemies, 
Russia’s physical security became irrev¬ 
ocably attached to landspacc, while 
her psychological .security became in¬ 
separable from political centralization. 
This conviction was confirmed by 
Stalin, himsdf. on the occasion of Mos¬ 
cow’s 8()0th anniversary in 1947: 

Moscow’s service consists first and 
foremost in the fact that it became the 
foundation for the unification of a dis¬ 
united Russia into a single state with a 
single government, a single leadership. 
No country in the world that has not 
been able to free itself of feudal disunity 
and wrangling among princes can hope to 
preserve its independence or score sub¬ 
stantial economic and cultural progress. 
Only a country united in a single cen¬ 
tralized state can count on being able 
to make substantial cultural-economic 
progress and assert its independence.'* 

It i s a persisting fact of Russian his¬ 
t ory that this dual quest f or physical 
an d psychological security h as ._pro- 
d uced a uniouc dynamic in Russi an 
foreign policy : A divided Russia in¬ 
vites attack, but a united Russia stimu- 

l atcs exp ansinn jn all Hir^rtinns Thc 

Revolutions in 1917 and the terrible 
purges of the Thirties—which Stalin 
undertook to enforce unity at home 
under his monolithic leadership—ex¬ 
posed Russia’s internal schisms to thc 
world and stimulated foreign interven¬ 
tion. In each crisis, after surviving thc 
initial assault from without, she em- 

** Pravda, September 11, 1947. 
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barked on a campaign designed to carry 
her beyond her self-declared national 
frontiers. The campaigi^iled in 1921 
but succeeded after W^d War II in 
bringing all of Eastern Europe under 
her hegemony. 

The Bolsheviks fell heir not only to 
Russia’s geography and natural re¬ 
sources but also to the bulk of her 
population, her language, and the Rus¬ 
sian his torical an d ^cultural leg acy. 
Marxism gave Ru.ssia new goals and 
aspirations, but once the decision was 
taken to survive as a national state, 
even on a temporary and instrumental 
basis, the Soviet Union could not evade 
assuming the contours of a Russian 
State and falling heir to the assets and 
liabilities of its predecessors. Although 
Lenin thought that he had irrevocably 
severed the umbilical cord with Rus¬ 
sia’s past, the choice to unburden the 
new Soviet Republic of the disadvan¬ 
tages of Tsarist diplomacy was not ex¬ 
clusively his. Foreign attitudes re¬ 
mained remarkably constant; fears and 
suspicions, sympathies and attach¬ 
ments, wherever they existed, were 
reinforced more than erased. Designs 
on Soviet territory still came from the 
same quarter, exposure to attack re¬ 
mained in the same places, and the 
economic and commercial lifelines of 
the Tsars became no less indispensable 
to the new regime. In short, even if the 
Soviet Union refused to remain Russia, 
Japan remained Japan, Poland re¬ 
mained Poland, and the Straits re¬ 
mained the Straits. 

The Russian language, permanently 
encrusted in its Cyrillic shell, became 
the official speech of Soviet diplomacy, 
and, as the vehicle of the Marxist 
dogma, it was pompously proclaimed 
the “lan guage of the future ” Russian 
cultural and scientific achievement be¬ 
came the basis for Soviet claims to 
cultural supremacy, of which Soviet 
science and culture were pronounced a 


continuation; the .symbolism of Hol\ 
Russia was revived. Although Moscow 
eagerly laid claim to all the advantages 
of historic Russia, the outside world 
just as assiduously refused to permit 
her to evade the liabilities and vulnera¬ 
bilities of the Russian past. Thus, partly 
by choice and partly by necessity, the 
foreign policy of the Soviet Union could 
not but assume the contours of its 
predecessors. 

The impact of a voluntaristic doc¬ 
trine like Marxism on the geographical 
facts of Russia and her messianic tra¬ 
ditions not only reinforced the psycho¬ 
logical obsession for security, but 
provided an ideological rationale for 
assuming the implacable hostility of the 
outside world and sanctified Russian 
expansion with the ethical mission of 
liberating the downtrodden masses of 
the world from their oppressors. The 
hostile “West” of the Slavophils was 
transformed into the hostility of capi¬ 
talism and imperialism; instead of the 
parochial messianism of the pan-Slav 
enthusiasts, Marxism prov ided Russia 
with. a mission of _u nive r sart rahscehJ- 
ence—transformin g the outside world 
into her own imag e in f ulfillment of her 
historic destiny, and as the only perma¬ 
nent guarantccj)f absolute security. Up 
until the 20th Party Congress in 1956, 
the Leninist-Stalinist thesis that “the 
destruction of capitalist encirclement 
and the destruction of the danger of 
capitalist intervention are possible only 
as a result of the victory of the prole¬ 
tarian revolution, at least in several 
large countries,” continued to be in 
force. Although “ca rtalist encircl e¬ 
ment ” was declared ended by Stalin’s 
successors, the recent events in Poland 
and Hungary may have convinced the 
Kremlin that this proclamation was 
premature. 

To assume, however, that Soviet for- 

7 Kommunist (No. 2), January 1953, p. 
15. 
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eign policy is mer t^y Russian impcri al- 
ism in new g arb would l ie a c atastr o- 
pliTc rmstakc on both side s. Soviet 
iofclgiTpoTicy was bound to assume 
“Russian” characteristics during one 
phase of its metamorphosis, but now 
that the maximum, but still limited, 
aims of Tsarist imperialism have been 
virtually consummated, the aggressive 
(no longer necessarily expansionist) 
aspects of its foreign policy wilt -ssumc 
a purely Marxist character, while only 
the defensive aspects {i.c., the piescr- 
vation of its present power position) 
of its diplomacy will retain distinctively 
“Russian” features. Ihat these two 
aspects of current Soviet foreign policy 
are in flagrant contradiction is self- 
evident, even to the Kremlin and other 
Communist leaders. Chinese accusa¬ 
tions of “Great Power chauvinism,” the 
dc-Stalinization campaign, and the up¬ 
risings in Poland and Hungary, arc all 
manifestations of this fundamental 
schi sm in Soviet foreign policy . Whereas 
iriThe past, when the Soviet Union was 
weak, indiscriminate emphasis on the 
revolutionary aspects of its foreign 
policy tended to undermine its basic 
instinct to survive, now, its “defensive” 
reflexes tend to subvert not only its 
continuing leadership of world Com¬ 
munism, but the eventual success of 
the movement itself. 

World revolution and national 
interest in Soviet diplomacy 

Deciphering Soviet motives is an elusive 
and hazardous undertaking, yet it must 
be done .systematically and with calcu¬ 
lation, otherwise ad hoc and uncon¬ 
scious assumptions acquire priority by 
default. Miscalculation of motives can 
often be catastrophic since foreign pol¬ 
icy expectations are built upon assump¬ 
tions concerning the motives and capa¬ 
bilities of other powers, and diplomatic 
success or failure often depend on the 


degree of accuracy with which these 
assumptions approach actuality. Much 
of the agony of postwar Western di¬ 
plomacy can be traced directly to 
illusory expectations resulting from 
false calculations of Soviet motives by 
Western leaders. Diplomacy, however, 
is not an intellectual exercise, and mo¬ 
tives are not always susceptible to ra¬ 
tional and logical analysis. Assessment 
of motives, in any event, is rarely 
certain and in most cases calls not only 
for acute analytical intelligence, but 
for espionage, and above all for the 
intuitive wisdom of long experience in 
statecraft. 

Information concerning Soviet mo¬ 
tives is derived from three principal 
sources; (1) word, (2) conduct, and 
(3) personal contact with the Soviet 
leadership. In general, whenever there 
exists a discrepancy between publicly 
stated intention and conduct, the latter 
is a more reliable indicator of motives 
on a short-run basis. Actually there are 
three possible relations between speech 
and practice in Soviet diplomacy: (1) 
identity; (2) approximation, usually 
implying a temporary accommodation 
or modification of a preconceived in¬ 
tention, unless the latter itself receives 
explicit reformation; and (3) diver¬ 
gence. Cleavages between word and 
conduct may, in turn, result from 
faulty execution, misinformation, mis¬ 
calculation, or deliberate confusion. 

Analyzing Soviet diplomacy purely 
from documents, speeches, and ideolog¬ 
ical statements, gives undue weight to 
“rational” factors, since the irrational 
and accidental aspects of diplomacy 
can hardly be culled from documentary 
sources, and, although such a study 
may give a fairly lucid picture of the 
long-range outlines of Soviet policy, it 
is of limited validity as an investigation 
of Soviet diplomacy. On the other 
hand, calculating Soviet motives purely 
on the basis of day-to-day conduct and 
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responses to particular situations can 
easily produce a distorted conception 
of Soviet foreign policy and lead to 
the erroneous conclusion that it is only 
slightly distinguishable from traditional 
Great Power diplomacy. 

Diplomacy is neither impersonal nor 
automatic in its execution—although 
its working executors may often be 
both—but it is a human enterprise. 
Soviet motives cannot be separated 
from the character and personality 
traits of the principal decision-makers 
in the Kremlin. Any evaluation of the 
foreign policy of the Soviet Union, 
whose principal decision-makers arc a 
well-defined oligarchy, without a pru¬ 
dent and careful examination and con¬ 
sideration of the various estimates and 
observations of the “human equations” 
in Soviet diplomacy is bound to be 
defective. The personal factor, particu¬ 
larly in the last fifteen years of Stalin’s 
life, was of crucial significance in any 
evaluation of Soviet foreign policy. 
Personal observations of the Soviet 
leadership, however, are essentially 
subjective; they originate with observ¬ 
ers who are free from neither ignorance, 
prejudice, nor gullibility, and the obser¬ 
vations are apt to vary accordingly. 
Any attempt to distill the essence of 
Soviet diplomacy solely from person¬ 
ality considerations is in fact doomed 
to hopeless confusion and sterility. A 
sound analysis of Soviet motives must 
take into consideration ideology, con¬ 
duct, and personalities, not as separate 
and independent entities, but as basic 
variables whose relative and relational 
significance is in a constant state of flux. 

One question that inevitably arises 
is whether Soviet policy is actually mo¬ 
tivated by ideological ends, such as 
world revolution, or by some other 
more mundane consideration, such as 
“power” or “national interest.” Soviet 
ideology itself defines “national inter¬ 
est,” “power,” and “world revolution” 


in such a way as to make them vii iii:ili\ 
as indi.stinguishablc and inseparable as 
the three sides of an equilateral triande. 
The transcendental goal of Soviet fei 
eign policy, world revolution, was di 
fined by Lenin even before the ex¬ 
istence of the Soviet stale, when he 
declared in 191.*5 that “the victorious 
proletariat of jonel country . . . woiiKi 
stand up against . . . the capitalist 
world . . . raising revolts in (hose 
countries apainst the capitalists, and in 
the event of necessity coming out even 
with armed force against the exploit¬ 
ing classes and their states.”'* “‘The 
fundamental question of revolution is 
the question of power,’ ” wrote Stalin 
quoting Lenin, and he went on to say 
that as the effectiveness of the Soviet 
Union as an instrument of world revo¬ 
lution is measured in terms of power, 
“the whole point is to retain power, to 
consolidate it, to make it invincible.” ” 
As a contrived and temporary nation¬ 
state, the Soviet Union assumed par¬ 
ticular interests, but “the U.S.S.R. has 
no interests at variance with the inter¬ 
ests of the world revolution, and the 
international proletariat naturally has 
no interests that arc at variance with 
the Soviet Union.” Stalin’s final fu¬ 
sion was to identify the consolidation 
and extension of his own power with 
the interests of the world revolution. 

The abstraction of a Soviet national 
interest outside the context of Soviet 
ideology, no matter how superficially 
attractive it may appear to be as a 
useful analytical tool, ruptures the 
image of Soviet reality and results in 
the calculation of Soviet foreign policy 
on the basis of false assumptions. Soviet 
foreign policy is based upon the image 

® V. 1. Lenin, Selected Words', V (New 
York: International Publishers, n.d.), p. 141. 

® J. V. Stalin, Problems of Leninism (Mos¬ 
cow: Universal Distributors, 1947), p. 39. 

W. K. Knorin, Fascism, Social-Democ¬ 
racy and the Communists (Moscow: 1933). 
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of reality provided by the Marxist- 
Leninist ideological prism, and whether 
this image be faulty or not is totally 
irrelevant in the calculation of Soviet 
motives, although such a foreign policy 
will eventually reap its toll in diplo¬ 
matic failure. The Soviet conception of 
“interest” cannot be separated from 
class categories, and its determination 
is essentially horizontal rathci han 
vertical. Although the legal expr- ssion 
of class interests is temporarily .r(iai- 
lated through the nation-state, and as¬ 
sumes the character of a “national 
interest,” nonetheless in the Soviet view 
there exist within each state not one 
but several parallel “national interests,” 
corresponding to its socio-economic de¬ 
velopment. The “national interest” 
reflected by the state in its diplomacy, 
however, can only represent the inter¬ 
ests of the “ruling class,” and no other, 
regardless of its pretensions. 

Soviet ideology recognizes the co¬ 
existence of three qualitatively distinct 
national interests in the modern world, 
owing to the uneven development of 
society: (1) the national interest of the 
feudal aristocracy, surviving only in 
extremely backward societies; (2) the 
national interest of the bourgeoisie, 
which allegedly is the dominant expres¬ 
sion of most non-Communist states, 
and (3) the national interest of the 
proletariat, receiving diplomatic ex¬ 
pression only in Communist states, 
whiqh Is presumed by the dialectic to 
be coterminous with that of society as 
a whole. ^ 

Marxism tenaciously holds to the 
view that the community of interests 
that binds identical classes of different 
nations is more fundamental and de¬ 
cisive than that which binds different 
classes within the same nation-state. 
Although division and disunity are 
inherently characteristic of the bour¬ 
geois classes of different states, whose 
conflicts of interest are periodically 


expressed in war, the interests of all 
proletarians (together with their peas¬ 
ant and colonial allies) are considered 
to be in total harmony, their basic 
identity being temporarily obscured by 
artilicially stimulated national distinc¬ 
tions. 

Given the premise of the total 
identity of interests on a class basis, the 
Soviet Union, as the only avowed pro¬ 
letarian state in existence and the self- 
proclaimed embryo of a universal 
proletarian state, pronounced its in¬ 
terests to be identical with those of 
the world proletariat. 

The Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union has always proceeded from the 
fact that “national” and international 
problems of the proletariat of the 
U.S.S.R. amalgamate into one general 
problem of liberating the proletarians of 
all countries from capitalism, and the 
interests ... in our country wholly and 
fully amalgamate with the interests of 
the revolutionary movement of all coun¬ 
tries into one general interest of the 
victory of socialist revolution in all coun¬ 
tries.” 

Although this view is vigorously con¬ 
tested, is far from universally recog¬ 
nized, and does not correspond to 
actual facts, it is not thereby invali¬ 
dated as a basis for diplomatic action 
or analysis. 

The presence of one of two factors, 
both capable of objective verification, 
is sufficient to impart to the national 
interests of a particular state an au¬ 
thentic international quality. These fac¬ 
tors are: (1) the creation of appro¬ 
priate forms of political organization 
designed to articulate the national inter¬ 
ests of one state as those of the world 
at large; and (2) mass recognition in 
other countries that the national inter¬ 
im (No. 2), January 1953, p. 

15 
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csts of a foreign state arc identical 
with a higher transcendental interest. 
Not one, but both of these desiderata 
characterize Soviet foreign policy. It is 
a cardinal aim of Soviet policy to re¬ 
place the nation-state system with a 
world Communist state by shifting 
allegiance and loyalty from the nation¬ 
state to class, and this policy not only 
invites the nationals of other countries 
to recognize a higher class loyalty to 
the Soviet Union, but actively engages 
in fostering the appropriate political 
institutions, such as the Comintern, 
foreign Communist parties, front or¬ 
ganizations, and the like, to implement 
this fusion. 

The Soviet invitation to commit mass 
disloyalty has elicited wide response, 
and the formula identifying Soviet in¬ 
terests with the interests of the world 
proletariat has been accepted by mil¬ 
lions of Communists throughout the 
world as a basis for political action. 
This gives to Soviet national interests 
an undeniable tran.sccndcntal quality, 
denied to the national interests of any 
other state, no matter how persistently 
it may claim to be motivated by the 
interests of all mankind, for if such a 
claim neither is accompanied by a seri¬ 
ous effort at implementation nor evokes 
a response in other countries, it remains 
an empty and pious pretension. Trans¬ 
cendental ethical ends in foreign policy, 
irrespective of their substantive nature, 
have relevance only if they function 
as effective instruments or stimulants 
for the limitation, preservation, or fur¬ 
ther accumulation of power, or as in¬ 
struments for its foedization. Other¬ 
wise, they are meaningless slogans and 
utopias, devoid of anything but periph¬ 
eral significance in the calculation of a 
country’s foreign policy. 

Expansionism is thus inherent in the 
Leninist-Stalinist ideology, since the 
Soviet state was conceived as an ideo¬ 
logical state without fixed geographical 


frontiers. Not only did this idea of the 
Soviet Union as the nucleus of a uni¬ 
versal Communist state receive expres¬ 
sion in the basic documents of the 
Comintern,’- but the Soviet Constitu¬ 
tion of 1924 itself proclaimed the new 
Union to be open to all future Soviet 
republics and a “decisive step towards 
the union of workers of all countries 
into one World Socialist Soviet Re¬ 
public.” And at Lenin’s bier Stalin 
personally vowed “to consolidate and 
extend the Union of Republics.” ” As 
the indispensable instrument and 
base of the World Revolution, the 
extension of Soviet power and territory, 
by any means, was equated with the 
exfoliation of the Revolution. 

Stalin’s attempt to preserve the domi¬ 
nant and privileged status of the Soviet 
proletariat in the postwar Communist 
fraternity of nations resulted in a spe¬ 
cific form of Soviet imperialism that 
brought about Tito’s defection and 
unleashed corrosive forces within the 
orbit as a whole. The failure of Stalin 
and his successors to calculate accu¬ 
rately the persistence and vitality of 
the community of interests based on 
national peculiarities is actually a re¬ 
flection of the inadequacy of Marxist 
categories to deal with the conflicting 
interests of national communities, 
whether they be Communist or bour¬ 
geois. j 

Paradoxically, as long as the Soviet 
Union was the only Communiw ^te, 
its universalistic pretensions, were un¬ 
challenged by foreign Comi^nist par¬ 
ties, but with the eclipse of Soviet 
monopoly on the interests of the world 

*2 C/. W. H. Chamberlin, ed.. Blueprint 
for World Conquest (Chicago: Human 
Events, Inc., 1946). 

1* Full text in M. W. Graham, New Gov¬ 
ernments of Eastern Europe (New York: 
Henry Holt & Company, 1927), p. 608. 

History of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (New York: International 
Publishers, 1939), p. 269. 
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proletariat, occasioned by the emer¬ 
gence of a Communist China and na¬ 
tional Communism in Eastern Europe, 
the universalistic pretensions of the 
Leninist doctrine have been blunted, 
while, at the same time, stimulating a 
more limited “regional interest” aimed 
at synthetizing the various national in¬ 
terests of the Communist orbit. The 
transmutation of several national inter¬ 
ests into a single supranational interest 
remains an insuperable difficulty in the 
Communist world, so long as the in¬ 
compatibility of individual Communist 
national interests, which the Marxist 
dogma fails to perceive accurately, 
prevails: 

Marxism-Leninism has always strongly 
advocated that proletarian international¬ 
ism be combined with patriotism. . . . 
The Communist Parties of all countries 
must . . . become the spokesmen of the 
legitimate national interests and senti¬ 
ments of their people [andl . . . cfTcc- 
tivcly educate the masses in the spirit 
of internationalism and harmonize the 
national sentiments and interests of these 
countries.’-^ 

SOVIET IDEOLOGY AND 
FOREIGN POLICY 

N 

exact relationship between Soviet 
ideology and foreign policy has been 
subject to great controversy, ranging 
from the view that it is substantially 
irreleva^t^o the conviction that foreign 
policy isjjlgidly dictated by ideology. 
Actuall^r aside from providing the 
transcendental objectives of Soviet di¬ 
plomacy, Soviet ideology performs five 
additional and distinct functions in 
foreign policy: (1) As a system of 

December 31, 1956. Full text 
of the statement by the Chinese Communist 
Party, “Once More on the Historical Ex¬ 
perience of the Dictatorship of the Pro¬ 
letariat.” 


knowledge and as an analytical prism 
it reflects an image of the existing social 
order and the distinctive analytical 
instruments (dialectical laws, and cate¬ 
gories like the “class struggle,” “histori¬ 
cal stages.” and so on) for its diagnosis 
and prognosis. (2) It provides an ac¬ 
tion strategy whereby to accelerate the 
transformation of the existing social 
order into the Communist millenium. 
(3) It serves as a system of communi¬ 
cation unifying and coordinating the 
activities of its adherents. (4) It func¬ 
tions as a system of higher rationaliza¬ 
tion to justify, obscure, or conceal the 
chasms that may develop between 
theory and practice. (5) !t stands as 
a symbol of continuity and legitimacy. 

This compartmentalization of Soviet 
ideology is frankly arbitrary and actu¬ 
ally ruptures its basic unity, which is 
not necessarily to be found in its logic 
or reason but in the intuitive faith and 
active experience of its partisans—fac¬ 
tors which often elude rational analysis. 
Elements of Soviet ideology that appear 
logically incompatible, in fact, are, but 
these rational contradictions can be 
unified only in the crucibles of revolu¬ 
tionary action, not in the intellectual 
processes of the mind. The true mean¬ 
ing of the Marxist-Lcninist insistence 
on the “unity of theory and practice” 
is that contradictions cannot be re¬ 
solved by logic, but by action, which is 
the final judge of “truth.” Communist 
“truth” cannot be perceived without 
intuitive involvement, i.e., revolution¬ 
ary action and experience, and to the 
outsider it remains as enigmatic as the 
mysteries of Zen. 

The Soviet image of the world 

The Soviet ideological prism reflects an 
image of the world that is virtually un¬ 
recognizable to a non-Communist, yet 
it is upon this image that Soviet foreign 
policy is based. It reflects a world of 
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incessant conflict and change, in which 
institutions, loyalties, and phUosophics 
arise and decay in accordance with the 
convulsive rhythm of the dialectic, 
which implacably propels it upon a 
predetermined arc to a fore-ordained 
future—world Communism. This im¬ 
age is accepted as the real world by 
Soviet leaders. Their foreign policy 
rests upon the conviction that Marxism- 
Leninism is a scientific system that has 
uncovered and revealed the funda¬ 
mental and implacable Jaws of social 
evolution and hence affords its adher¬ 
ents the unique advantage of prediction 
and partial control of events. This con¬ 
viction imparts to Soviet diplomacy an 
air of supreme confidence and dog¬ 
matic self-righteousness: 

Soviet diplomacy . . . wields a weapon 
possessed by none of its rivals or op¬ 
ponents. Soviet diplomacy is fortified by 
a scientific theory of Marxism-Leninism. 
This doctrine lays down the unshakeablc 
laws of social development. By revealing 
these norms, it gives the possibility not 
only of understanding the current tend¬ 
encies of international life, but also of 
permitting the desirable collaboration 
with the march of events. Such arc the 
special advantages held by Soviet diplo¬ 
macy. They give it a special position in 
international life and explain its out¬ 
standing successes. 

The history of Soviet diplomacy, 
however, is by no means a uniform 
record of successes, though “errors” 
in foreign policy arc ascribed not to 
the doctrine but to the improper ap¬ 
prehension and application of these 
infallible laws. Failure to apply these 
laws, according to the Soviet view, 
divorces foreign policy from interna¬ 
tional realities, and although it is true 

10 V. P. Potemkin, ed., Istoriya Diplo- 
matii. III (Moscow: 1945), 763-764. 


that “the record of Soviet diplomacy- 
shows an inability to distinguish be¬ 
tween the real and the imaginary, a 
series of false caleulations about the 
capabilities and intentions of foreign 
countries, and a record of clumsy co¬ 
ordination between diplomacy and 
propaganda,” it is fatuous to deny 
that Marxism-Leninism, on the whole, 
has furnished Soviet leadership with 
a system of analysis that, while fre¬ 
quently out of focus with reality, gives 
a sufiiciently accurate comprehension 
of power, its calculation and distribu¬ 
tion in the world, and the opportunities 
and limitations such calculations afford 
for Soviet foreign policy. The dogmatic 
reliance on techniques and methods 
that have proven successful under 
other conditions, the frequent refusal 
to jettison concepts that cither have 
outlived their usefulness or consistently 
produce dismal results in terms of 
foreign policy aims, and the concen¬ 
tration of all decision-making authority 
in one man or in a tight oligarchy— 
these practices at times tend to convert 
Marxism-Leninism from a unique asset 
for Soviet diplomacy into a strait 
jacket. 

The dialectical image of history. 
Soviet ideology exposes the forces and 
tendencies operating in international 
politics, but it is up to the leadership to 
calculate these forces properly, seek 
out the most decisive trends, and coor¬ 
dinate Soviet diplomacy with the in¬ 
exorable march of history. Th^l^ucccss 
of Soviet diplomacy, according to the 
Soviet view, is maximized a» it is at¬ 
tuned to the rhythm of the historical 
dialectic, and its failures are multiplied 
as it falls out of harmony. Conversely, 
the occasional successes of bourgeois 
diplomacy are due to fortuitous and 
haphazard coordination with historical 

Max Beloff, Foreign Policy and the 
Democratic Process (Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins Press, 1955), p. 98. 
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development, or to the equally acci¬ 
dental deviation of Soviet foreign pol¬ 
icy from the implacable dictates of 
history. These accidental deviations arc 
attributed to faulty application of his¬ 
torical laws by individual leaders. 

Without attempting any extended 
discussion of Soviet dialectics, it can 
be said that in the Communist view, 
history progressively exfoliates as a 
series of qualitative stages, each with 
its own peculiar economic organi/afion 
of society giving rise to corresponding 
social, political, and religious institu¬ 
tions. This inexorable movement from 
lower to higher forms of economic and 
social organization is propelled by 
means of a dialectical duel between 
perpetually developing economic forces 
of society and the social and political 
institutions that attempt to preserve the 
economic order in the interests of a 
particular ruling class, whose servants 
they arc. As long as the institution of 
private property survives, class distinc¬ 
tions between property-holders and the 
propcrtyless, whose interests arc irrec¬ 
oncilable, arc perpetuated and eventu¬ 
ate in conflict, war, and revolution, 
only to be replaced by a new economic 
system that perpetuates class divisions 
and conflicts in new form. The class 
struggle, which is the principal motivat¬ 
ing force of historical revolution, comes 
to an end only with the overthrow of 
the capitalist system by the proletariat, 
after which class distinctions, conflict, 
and warfare finally eliminated. Once 
Communism achieves victory on a 
world scale, the state itself and its 
coercive institutions arc supposed to 
“wither away.” 

The Communists recognize five qual- 

18 For a more elaborate statement of the 
author’s views on the nature of Soviet 
ideology, cf. Vernon V. Aspaturian, “The 
Contemporary Doctrine of the Soviet State 
and Its Philosophical Foundations,” Ameri¬ 
can Political Science Review, XLVIII, 
December 1934. 


itativc historical stages: primitive com¬ 
munism, slave-system, feudalism, cap¬ 
italism, and socialism-communism, all 
of which, except for the first and last, 
arc characterized by the institution of 
private property, two main contending 
classes (owners of the means of pro¬ 
duction and workers), and a state that 
represents the interests of the ruling 
class. Although the movement of his¬ 
tory is from lower to higher stages, 
this movement is neither uniform nor 
without complications, and it does not 
pursue a uniform and rigid chronologi¬ 
cal evolution. This has been particu¬ 
larly true of the twentieth century. At 
the present time. Communists acknowl¬ 
edge the co-existence of all historical 
stages; and this recognition has had a 
profound influence on Soviet foreign 
policy. Furthermore, each historical 
stage is characterized by manifold sub¬ 
stages or “transitional forms.” 

The recognition of new or unfore¬ 
seen historical stages or transitional 
forms in the dialectical movement of 
history is the most delicate and crucial 
problem of “creative Marxism,” since 
Soviet policy must be based on a con¬ 
stantly changing historical reality and 
its strategy is subordinated to the dic¬ 
tates of each stage and varies geo¬ 
graphically in accordance with different 
co-existing stages. Major doctrinal 
schisms ari.se whenever serious differ¬ 
ences about the existence or nature of 
historical stages and their transitional 
forms cannot be reconciled. Accord¬ 
ing to Stalin, Marxism is not 

... a collection of dogmas that 
“never” change despite changes in the 
conditions of the development of soci¬ 
ety. . . . Marxism as a science cannot 
stand still, it develops and improves. In 
its development Marxism cannot but be 
enriched by new experience, new knowl¬ 
edge—consequently some of its formulae 
and conclusions cannot but change with 
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the passage of time, cannot but be re¬ 
placed by new formulae and conclu¬ 
sions, corresponding to new historical 
tasks. Marxism does not recognize in¬ 
variable conclusions and formulae ob¬ 
ligatory for all epochs and periods."* 

Even seemingly unambiguous concepts 
like “inevitability” are neither absolute 
nor fatally deterministic, but must be 
understood within the context of a 
particular historical stage and under 
given conditions. Thus what may ap¬ 
pear inevitable, viz., war, in one stage 
and under one set of conditions may 
no longer be inevitable if the conditions 
change or a new historical stage mani¬ 
fests itself. The single absolute is the 
abstraction of the dialectical movement 
itself; its content varies and hence is 
relativistic. Consequently, interpreta¬ 
tion of Soviet dogma often assumes the 
character of tortured scholastic wran¬ 
gling and frequently leads to tautologi¬ 
cal absurdities like “fatal inevitability,” 
which presumably means inevitability 
in the absolute sense as differentiated 
from inevitability in the relative sense. 

Soviet ideology is not self-executing; 
that is, it does not interpret itself auto¬ 
matically and docs not reflect images 
of reality that can be unambiguously 
perceived, but rather it is based upon an 
authoritative interpretation of chang¬ 
ing events by the Soviet leaders, who 
must choose from among a variety of 
possible interpretations, only one of 
which can be tested at a time for truth 
in the crucible of action. As long as 
Stalin was alive, interpretation of doc¬ 
trine was a monopoly reserved for him 
alone, and it was his interpretation, 
whether it was concerned with the 
materialistic basis of the thought proc¬ 
esses of the deaf and dumb or with the 
nature of the state, that became the 
basis for official policy. All other pos- 

i®J. V. Stalin, Concerning Marxism in 
Linguistics (London: Soviet News, 1950), 
pp. 39-40. 


siblc interpretations were consigned to 
heretical oblivion, to be resurrected 
later by him or by his successors who 
silently disputed his conception of 
reality. 

The iwo-camp image. Stalin’s image 
of the world after the Russian Revolu¬ 
tion was one of forced “co-existence” 
between a single socialist state and a 
hostile capitalist world surrounding it 
—a co-existence imposed upon both 
antagonists by objective historical con¬ 
ditions. Neither side being sufficiently 
powerful to end the existence of the 
other, they were fated to exist together 
temporarily on the basis of an unstable 
and eonstantly shifting balance of 
power: 

The fundamental and new, the decisive 
feature, which has affected all the events 
in the sphere of foreign relations during 
this period, is the fact that a certain 
temporary equilibrium of forces has been 
established between our country . . . 
and the countries of the capitalist world; 
an equilibrium which has determined the 
present period of “peaceful co-exist- 
ence.“« 

The establishment in a capitalist world 
of a socialist bridgehead, which was 
inevitably destined to envelop the en¬ 
tire globe was, for Stalin, the supreme 
and ineluctable contradiction in the 
international scene. Although the cap¬ 
italist world was infinitely stronger and 
could overwhelm the Soviet ^Republic 
if it could embark on a common enter¬ 
prise, it was viewed as torn by internal 
divisions and conflicts that prevented 
the organization of an anti-Soviet cru¬ 
sade. Beside the over-riding contradic¬ 
tion between the Socialist camp and 
the capitalist camp, the bourgeois 
world was plagued with four additional 
inescapable contradictions: (1) the con¬ 
s'* J. V. Stalin, Political Report of the 
Central Committee to the 14th Congress of 
the C.P.S.U. (B) (Moscow: 1950), p. 8. 
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tradiction between the proletariat and 
the bourgeoisie in eaeh country; (2) 
the contradiction between the revision¬ 
ist and status quo powers (Stalin re¬ 
ferred to them as “victor” and “van¬ 
quished” capitalist states); (3) the 
contradiction between the victorious 
powers over the spoils of war; (4) the 
contradiction between the imperialist 
states and their colonial subjects. 

The contradiction between the so¬ 
cialist and capitalist camps was con¬ 
sidered by Stalin the most fundamental 
and decisive, but it was not to be ag¬ 
gravated so long as the Soviet Union 
was in a weakened condition. War 
between the two camps was viewed as 
inevitable; however, it could be tem¬ 
porarily avoided and delayed by astute 
maneuvering within the conflicts raging 
in the capitalist world: 

England’s attempts to form a united 
front against the U.S.S.R. have failed so 
far. The reasons for this failure arc: the 
antagonisms of interests in the camp of 
the imperialists. . . . Hence the task of 
taking into account the antagonisms in 
the camp of the imperialists, of postpon- 
ivrg war by “buying olT” the capital¬ 
ists. . . . We must not forget what Lenin 
said about very much in our work of 
construction depending upon whether we 
succeed in postponing war with the 
capitalist world, which is inevitable, but 
which can be postponed either until the 
moment when the proletarian revolution 
in Europe matures, or until the moment 
when th(5 colonial revolutions have fully 
matured, or, lastly, until the moment 
when the capitalists fight among them¬ 
selves over the division of the colonies.*’ 

During Stalin’s lifetime, despite his 
periodic strictures against “dogma¬ 
tism,” his image of the two-camp world 
remained remarkably fixed, although 

*’ J. V. Stalin, Political Report ... to 
the 15th Congress (Moscow, 1950), pp. 29- 
30. 


the center of the developing anti-Soviet 
crusade passed first from England to 
Nazi Germany and finally to the United 
States, which he had predicted as early 
as 1925 would become the final bastion 
of world capitalism. Although this 
image of reality failed to apprise cor¬ 
rectly the nature and motivations of 
Nazi Germany and incorrectly assumed 
the impossibility of a Soviet alliance 
with the Western Powers, Stalin’s fixed 
vision of “two camps” poised in uneasy 
co-existence dominated Soviet diplo¬ 
macy in the postwar period, becoming 
even more indelibly etched in Soviet 
ideology. 

Stalin’s postwar policy was predicted 
upon an inevitable conflict with the 
West, organized by the United States. 
The organization of the Cominform 
and the forced unity of the Communist 
orbit, the expulsion of Tito from the 
Communist fraternity, the extraction 
of public statements of loyalty from 
Communist leaders in all countries, the 
urgency with which Stalin sought to 
eliminate all possible power vacuums 
between the two blocs along the pe¬ 
riphery of the Communist world, all 
were preparatory measures based on 
the false assumption that the American 
ruling class was betraying anxiety at 
the growth of Soviet power and was 
preparing the final Armageddon. At 
the founding convention of the Comin¬ 
form the late Andrei Zhdanov revealed 
the authoritative Soviet interpretation 
of the emerging bipolarization of 
power: 

The fundamental changes caused by 
the war on the international .scene and 
in the po.sition of individual countries 
have entirely changed the political land¬ 
scape of the world. A new alignment of 
political forces has arisen. The more the 
war recedes into the past, the more 
distinct become two major trends in 
postwar international policy, correspond¬ 
ing to the division of the political forces 
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operating on the international arena into 
two major camps; the imperialist and 
antidemocratic camp, on the one hand, 
and the anti-imperialist and democratic 
camp, on the other. ITie principal driving 
force of the imperialist camp is the 
U.S.A. . . . The cardinal purpose of the 
imperialist camp is to strengthen im¬ 
perialism, to hatch a new imperialist war, 
to combat Socialism.-- 

Based on this grim image of the 
imminent expectation of violence, So¬ 
viet foreign policy assumed increasingly 
bellicose tendencies, which, in turn, 
evoked the natural response in the 
West that the Soviet Union, itself, was 
preparing to overrun Western Europe 
and all of Asia. Friction all along the 
periphery dividing the two worlds was 
frequent and finally erupted in the 
Korean war, when Stalin sanctioned 
the move into South Korea on the as¬ 
sumption that it had become a vacuum 
between the two blocs. This action 
accelerated defensive preparations in 
the West, and Stalin’s policies, by pre¬ 
dicting the increasing hostility of the 
West, actually forced its materializa¬ 
tion. 

During the Korean war and just 
prior to the 19th Party Congress in 
1952, a “great debate” had apparently 
taken place in the Politburo concerning 
the validity of the expectation of immi¬ 
nent war between the two camps. Two 
essentially divergent views were petu¬ 
lantly discussed by Stalin in his Eco¬ 
nomic Problems of Socialism: (1) that 
wars between capitalist countries had 
ceased to be inevitable and hence war 
betw'ccn the two camps was imminent, 
the view that was then current; and 
(2) that wars between capitalist states 
remained inevitable, but that war be¬ 
tween the two camps was unlikely. 

" Full text reprinted in Strategy and 
Tactics of World Communism (Washington, 
D.C.: G.P.O., 1948), pp. 216-217. 
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Although the first view was the basis 
of Soviet postwar policy, Stalin as¬ 
cribed it to ‘^mistaken comrades,” and 
elevated the second to doctrinal signifi¬ 
cance: 

Some comrades hold that, owing to 
the development of new international 
conditions since the Second World War, 
wars between the capitalist countries have 
ceased to be inevitable. They con¬ 
sider . . . that the U.S.A. has brought 
the other capitalist countries sufficiently 
under its sway to be able to prevent 
them going to war among themselves and 
. . . that the foremost capitalist minds 
have been sufficiently taught by the two 
world wars . . . not to involve the 
capitalist countries in war with one an¬ 
other again. ... It is said that the con¬ 
tradictions between capitalism and social¬ 
ism arc stronger than the contradictions 
among the capitalist countries. Theoreti¬ 
cally, of course that is true. It is not only 
true now, today; it was true before the 
Second World War. . . . Yet the Second 
World War began not as a war with the 
U.S.S.R., but as a war between capitalist 
countries. Why? . . . because war with 
the U.S.S.R., as a socialist land, is more 
dangerous to capitalism than war be¬ 
tween capitalist countries; for whereas 
war between capitalist countries puts in 
question only the supremacy of certain 
capitalist countries over others, war with 
the U.S.S.R. must certainly put in ques¬ 
tion the existence of capitalism itself. . . . 
It is said that Lenin’s thesis that imperial¬ 
ism inevitably generates war must now be 
regarded as obsolete. . . . That is not 
true. ... To eliminate the inevitability of 
war, it is necessary to abolish im- 
perialism.23 

Stalin’s only modification of his two- 
camp image was thus to concede that 

V. Stalin, Economic Problems of 
Socialism (New York: International Pub¬ 
lishers, 1952), pp. 27-30. 
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imminent war between the two blocs 
was no longer inevitable, but would 
first be preceded by a scries of inevi¬ 
table wars among the capitalist powers 
themselves—between the United States 
and its satellite allies, France and Brit¬ 
tain, and its temporary vassals, Ger¬ 
many and Japan, whose ruling classes’ 
resentment at American domination 
would provoke “national revolutions” 
and a renewed war over the ever- 
shrinking capitalist market, occasioned 
by the emergence of a “parallel Com¬ 
munist market, which would remain 
outside the arena of capitalist exploi¬ 
tation. Fhc Soviet Union would re¬ 
main outside the conflict, which would 
automatically seal the doom of world 
capitalism. Stalin’s policies actually 
accentuated the very conflict—that be¬ 
tween the two camps—he wished to 
temporarily dc-emphasizc, while sub¬ 
merging those—among the capitalist 
states—which he wished to exacer¬ 
bate. Soviet policy, by predicting war, 
was threatening to make a nuclear 
holocaust, which would destroy both 
worlds, inevitable. 

The post-Stalin imape. Stalin's im¬ 
age of reality was first challenged by 
Tito in 1948 and apparently later by 
his own colleagues on the Politburo. 
Khrushchev admitted that the.se differ¬ 
ences were so serious that Stalin was 
plotting to liquidate all of his old as¬ 
sociates for daring to question his 
ideological infallibility. Stalin’s obsti¬ 
nate refusal to keep in step with chang¬ 
ing conditions resulted in converting 
Soviet ideology from a prism that re¬ 
flected reality into a prison that con¬ 
cealed it, resulting not only in a series 
of diplomatic blunders, but also in 
blinding Moscow to new diplomatic 
opportunities. As the man, next to 
Stalin, most closely associated with 
Soviet foreign policy, Molotov con¬ 
fessed on behalf of his departed chief: 


Wc do not infrequently still remain 
prisoners of habits and patterns formed 
in the past, before World War II, and 
which now hinder the deployment of 
new, wider, and more active forms of 
struggle. . . . We not infrequently still 
sutler from underestimation of the new 
possibilities which have opened before us 
in the postwar period. . . . Wc must stop 
underestimating the immense possibilities 
which we have. ... In the field of for¬ 
eign policy our Party proceeds from the 
need for the most serious consideration 
of concrete conditions and from the need 
for understanding the given situation ad 
the prospects of historic development. 
The Leninist combination of adherence 
to principle and elasticity in pursuance 
of the foreign policy line is the factor 
which insures success for our Party in 
the solution of internal tasks.-^ 

At the 20th Party Congress, Stalin’s 
image of the world was considerably 
modified in an attempt to bring it into 
closer focus with the realities of inter¬ 
national politics. These modifications 
were made to eliminate the threatening 
schisms in the Communist camp, to 
break up the unity of the non-Soviet 
world and dismantle anti-Soviet instru¬ 
ments like NATO, to head off the 
impending nuclear war that Stalin’s 
doctrines and policies were unwittingly 
encouraging, and to enhance the flexi¬ 
bility of Soviet diplomacy in exploiting 
the contradictions of the capitalist 
world. 

In place of Stalin’s fatalistic image 
of a bipolarized world, the 20th Party 
Congress drew a more optimistic, and, 
in many respects, a mellower picture; 

1. “Capitalist encirclement” was ofli- 
cially declared terminated as major 
speakers like Molotov echoed the Titoist 

Full text as broadcast by the Moscow 
Radio, February 20, 1956; c/. also The New 
York Times, February 21, 1956. 
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doctrine that “the period when the Soviet 
Union was . . . encircled by hostile 
capitalism now belongs to the past.”-® 
The permanent insecurity of the Soviet 
Union, pending the world-wide victory 
of Communism, as visualized by Stalin, 
was replaced with the image of a per¬ 
manently secured Soviet Union, sur¬ 
rounded by friendly Communist states 
in Europe and Asia, embracing nearly 
one-third of the world, with imperialism 
in an irrevocable state of advanced decay. 

2. In place of Stalin’s fixed vision of 
“co-existence” between two irreconcila¬ 
ble camps poised in temporary balance, 
which was declared obsolete and in¬ 
applicable to the postwar world, his suc¬ 
cessors recognized a third “anti-imperial¬ 
ist” but nonsocialist group of powers 
carved out of decaying colonial empires, 
which had separated from the capitalist 
camp but had not yet joined the Com¬ 
munist. Stalin’s inflexible two-camp image 
needlessly alienated these new states and 
tended to force them into the capitalist 
orbit. This belt of neutralist states—a 
concept which Stalin refused to recognize 
—insulated the entire Communist orbit 
from the capitalist world and, together 
with the socialist states, was viewed as con¬ 
stituting “an extensive ‘zone of peace,’ 
including both socialist and nonsocialist 
peace-loving states of Europe and Asia 
inhabited by nearly 1,500,000,000 peo¬ 
ple, or the majority of the population 
of our planet.” 

3. Stalin’s doctrine of the “fatal in¬ 
evitability” of wars was pronounced anti¬ 
quated, since its emphasis on coercive 
and violent instruments of diplomacy 
tended to render the Soviet peace cam¬ 
paign hypocritical, accelerated the forma¬ 
tion of anti-Soviet coalitions, and, in an 
era of nuclear weapons, appeared to 

25 /huL 

2« Full text as broadcast by Moscow 
Radio, February 18, 1956; cf. also The New 
York Times, February 19, 1956 (Mikoyan 
Report). 


doom both worlds to a war of mutual 
annihilation. Soviet leaders, however, 
continue to go through the motions of 
insisting that war would result only in 
the unilateral extinction of capitalism, 
although it is unlikely that they really 
believe this. 

4. Stalin’s five main contradictions 
were retained as valid and persistent, but 
the radical shift in the equilibrium of class 
forces in the world dictated a change of 
emphasis and the reordering of priorities. 
Stalin stressed the conflicts among the 
major capitalist countries as the main 
object of Soviet diplomacy, relegating 
other contradictions to minor roles, but 
his successors sec the main contradiction 
of the current historical stage to be that 
between the anticolonial and the im¬ 
perialist forces, .lust as “antifascism” was 
the key to the weakening of the prewar 
capitalist world, in the current phase, 
“anticolonialism” is viewed as promising 
the most successful possibilities for Soviet 
diplomacy. The sudden Soviet solicitude 
for Arab aspirations, the spectacular 
gestures to the countries of Southeast 
Asia, the conspicuous and indiscriminate 
support given to the anticolonial bloc in 
the United Nations, all are manifestations 
of the conviction that by harnessing the 
energies of the nationalistic anticolonial 
countries to the Soviet chariot, the 
capitalist world will be effectively isolated 
and more easily liquidated. In short, the 
world has moved out of the stage of 
the “capitalist encirclement” of the Soviet 
Union and during the current phase of 
“co-existcncc” is moving into the stage 
of the “socialist encirclement” of the 
United States as a prelude to the final 
victory of Communism. 

The new image of the world drawn 
by Khrushchev at the 20th Party Con¬ 
gress was by no means the consequence 
of a unanimous decision, but was op¬ 
posed by at least four and possibly five 
full members of the eleven-man Presid- 
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ium. Aside from his vigorous opposi¬ 
tion to Krushchev’s adventurist inno¬ 
vations in industry and agriculture. 
Foreign Minister Molotov and the so- 
called Stalinist faction bitterly resisted 
the demolition of the Stalin myth and 
the entire dc-Stalinization program; 
and they systematically sabotaged the 
foreign policy decisions of the 20th 
Party Congress, which they publicly 
accepted. 

Molotov’s disagreement with the 
Khrushchev faction was not merely 
over the execution of foreign policy 
but over fundamental doctrinal propo¬ 
sitions as well. Thus he disputed the 
thesis on the “fatal inevitability of 
wars” that was one of the key decisions 
of the Party Congress. “Comrade Mol¬ 
otov,” according to the resolution of 
the Central Committee which expelled 
him from the Presidium on June 29, 
1957, “opposed the fundamental prop¬ 
osition worked out by the party on the 
possibility of preventing wars in the 
present condition.” Furthermore, he 
controverted the Titoist doctrine “on 
the possibility of different ways of 
transition to socialism in different coun¬ 
tries,” and resisted the decision “on 
the necessity of strengthening contacts 
between the CPSU and the progressive 
parties abroad [i.e. non-Communist 
socialist parties!.” 

Molotov’s doctrinal differences had 
practical consequences in the actual 
formulation and execution of foreign 
policy. His constant carping criticism 
of existing policies, together with the 
precarious nature of Khrushchev’s ma¬ 
jority in the Presidium, introduced an 
uncharacteristic hesitancy into Soviet 
diplomacy. The vacillations, abrupt re¬ 
versals, hesitations, discrepancies be¬ 
tween policy and administration, and 

27 Full text of the resolution reprinted in 
The New York Times, July 4, 19.S7. These 
and all subsequent references to this reso¬ 
lution are taken from this version. 


other eccentricities of Soviet diplomacy 
after Stalin’s death were due not only 
to the incapacitating incompatibilities 
in the Presidium, but also to Molotov’s 
use of the Foreign Ministry and Soviet 
missions abroad as instruments to sub¬ 
vert the Government’s policy in favor 
of his own. 

Molotov strenuously objected to the 
decisions to seek a reconciliation with 
Marshal Tito and to meet President 
Eisenhower at Geneva. When Khrush¬ 
chev and Bulganin returned from 
Geneva, Molotov was waiting with sar¬ 
castic and biting comments on their 
personal diplomacy. As a result of his 
persistent criticism and obstructionism, 
he was disciplined by the Central Com¬ 
mittee in July 1955 and his “erroneous 
stand on the Yugoslav issue was unani¬ 
mously condemned.” This was fol¬ 
lowed shortly by his forced and pained 
confession of doctrinal error, which 
superficially appeared to have no con¬ 
nection with foreign policy but ap¬ 
peared designed to tarnish his ideologi¬ 
cal orthodoxy and was an unraistakc- 
able sign that he was on his way out. 
His unrelenting sabotage through the 
Foreign Ministry, in particular his de¬ 
termination to poison relations with 
Tito, finally led to his ouster as foreign 
minister in favor of Shepilov on the 
eve of Tito’s visit to Moscow in June 
1956. Apparently Shepilov also fell out 
of sympathy with the foreign policy he 
was supposed to execute and for op¬ 
portunistic reasons (Khrushchev scath¬ 
ingly characterized him as “the careerist 
Shepilov who . . . showed himself to 
be a most shameless double-dealer”) 
cast his lot with the Stalinist faction. 
The Molotov group suddenly contrived 
a majority in the December 1956 
Plenum of the Central Committee, but 
when Khrushchev regained it at the 
February 1957 Plenum, Shepilov was 
summarily dismissed as Foreign Min¬ 
ister in favor of Andrei Gromyko, who. 
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as a professional diplomat, was neither 
able nor equipped to join the Kremlin 
power intrigues, and thus could be 
counted upon not to pursue a personal 
foreign policy. 

In the bill of particulars against 
Molotov, who was supported most con¬ 
sistently by Kaganovich and sometimes 
by Malenkov, there was revealed an 
almost complete alternative foreign 
policy to the one currently adopted by 
the Soviet Government, one that in 
effect unwittingly constitutes the plat¬ 
form of a “disloyal opposition.” “In 
the sphere of foreign policy,” accord¬ 
ing to the indictment, “the group, in 
particular Comrade Molotov, showed 
narrow-mindedness and hampered in 
every way the implementation of the 
new pressing measures intended to case 
international tension and promote uni¬ 
versal peace.” It was charged: 

1. “For a long time. Comrade 
Molotov in his capacity as Foreign 
Minister, far from taking through the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs measures to 
improve relations between the U.S.S.R. 
and Yugoslavia, repeatedly came out 
against the measures that the Presidium 
. . . was carrying out to improve rela¬ 
tions with Yugoslavia. 

2. “Comrade Molotov raised ob¬ 
stacles to the conclusion of the state 
Treaty with Austria and the improvement 
of relations with that country, which 
lies in the center of Europe. The con¬ 
clusion of the Austrian Treaty was 
largely instrumental in lessening interna¬ 
tional tension in general. 

3. “He was also against normalization 
of relations with Japan, while that nor¬ 
malization has played an important part 
in relaxing international tension in the 
Far East. 

4. “Comrade Molotov repeatedly op¬ 
posed the Soviet Government’s indis¬ 
pensable new steps in defence of peace 
and security of nations. In particular he 


denied the advisability of establishing pci- 
sonal contacts between the Soviet leadcis 
and the statesmen of other countries, 
which is es.scntial for the achievement of 
mutual understanding and better inter¬ 
national relations [probably a reference 
not only to the Geneva Conference but 
also to the various junkets of Bulganin 
and Khrushchev throughout Asia and 
Europe, none of which included Foreign 
Minister Molotov].” 

Beside these publicly stated charges 
against Molotov, it was reported from 
Warsaw that Khrushchev admitted in 
the Central Committee that Dulles was 
“practically right” when he accused 
Moscow of “trying for months to tor¬ 
pedo the disarmament talks.” but he 
qualified this by saying that “it was 
not the Soviet Union that tried to 
torpedo the talks but Molotov, Kagano¬ 
vich, and Shepilov.” He also accused 
Molotov of cnflaming relations with 
other Communist parties, probably 
those of China, Poland, Japan, Italy, 
and the United States. 

“Molotov,” Khrushchev bluntly 
stated in a later speech, “found more 
convenient a policy of tightening all 
screws, which contradicts the wise 
Leninist policy of peaceful co-exist¬ 
ence.” Thus, it can be assumed that 
Molotov advocated a continuation of 
the basic foreign policies of the Stalin¬ 
ist era, as modified during the Malen¬ 
kov regime, based on a perpetuation of 
the two-camp image. It was Molotov’s 
contention that Soviet policy could reap 
its greatest dividends by maintaining 
international tensions at a high pitch 
and running the risks of nuclear war on 
the assumption that an uncompromis¬ 
ing, cold-blooded policy would force 
Western statesmen, through lack of 
nerve and under pressure of public 
opinion, to continually retreat in the 

The New York Times, July 6, 1957. 

2® The New York Times, July 7, 1957. 
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face of Soviet provocation for fear of 
triggering a war of mutual extinction. 
It appears that he considered as un- 
Marxist the idea that the ex-colonial 
countries could be regarded as having 
deserted the capitalist camp and as 
constituting an “extensive zone of 
peace” together with the Soviet bloc, 
but rather he considered their behavior 
in international politics to be motivated 
purely by considerations of oppor¬ 
tunism and expediency. The mam arena 
of rivalry for Molotov remained in 
Western Europe and the Atlantic area 
—the bastions of capitalism—and not 
in Asia or Africa, and he continued to 
view the new countries of Asia and 
Africa with hostility and suspicion as 
appendages to the capitalist camp. 

Molotov’s policy of “tightening all 
screws” was opposed by the Soviet 
Army and also by Peking, which seems 
to have played an influential role in 
reorienting Soviet policy eastwards. 
Speaking in Peking, Anastas Mikoyan, 
reputedly the principal Kremlin archi¬ 
tect of the new Soviet diplomatic strat¬ 
egy, invoked Lenin in support of the 
current policy. Quoting Lenin’s famous 
formula that “in the last analysis, the 
outcome of the struggle will be deter¬ 
mined by the fact that Russia, India, 
China, etc. constitute the overwhelm¬ 
ing majority of the world’s popula¬ 
tion,” he roundly condemned the 
Stalinist two-camp image to which 
Molotov still subscribed: 

We must consider it harmful that all 
countries not belonging to the socialist 
system are sometimes put in the same 
category and then are mechanically in¬ 
cluded in the capitalist camp. . . . The 
paths which are now being followed and 
blazed by India, Burma, Indonesia, 
Egypt and other countries which have 
won their independence have a general 
international significance. . . . The de¬ 
velopment of these countries and their 


policies weaken imperialism, deepen the 
crises in the capitalist system, destroy 
colonialism as one of the mainstays of 
this system and hasten the end of capital- 

aii 

Soviet diplomatic strategy in the un¬ 
derdeveloped countries of Asia, Africa 
and Latin-America appears to contra¬ 
dict the basic revolutionary strategy of 
Communism. Although Moscow’s sup¬ 
port of the so-called “bourgeois-nation¬ 
alist” (roughly “neutralist” under ex¬ 
isting conditions) independence or 
revolutionary movements in the under¬ 
developed regions (colonics and “semi- 
colonies”) against Western colonialism, 
economic dependence upon the West 
and internal feudalism, is fully com¬ 
patible with Leninist-Stalinist doctrine 
on revolution in the under-developed 
world, the Khrushchev pattern of po¬ 
litical and economic assistance to local 
“bourgeois-nationalist” (roughly “neu¬ 
tralist” in foreign policy) regimes like 
those in India, Egypt, Iraq, Ghana and 
to a lesser extent, Cuba, does not fully 
conform to Communist doctrine. Red 
China has stepped into this breach and 
has challenged Moscow’s refusal to 
encourage and support indigenous 
Communist parties in their efforts to 
overthrow native “bourgeois-national¬ 
ist” governments and establish authen¬ 
tic Communist controlled regimes. In¬ 
stead, according to Peking, Moscow 
supports governments which persecute 
and imprison local Communists. 

The Soviet position on this point is 
extraordinarily non-doctrinaire and 
pragmatic, for whereas China stresses 
the view that the Communist Party is 
the only reliable instrument of revolu¬ 
tion, Khrushchev appears to be toying 
with the idea that under favorable cir¬ 
cumstances, particularly when the bal¬ 
ance of power has shifted decisively 

^Pravda, September 18, 1956. 
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in favor of the Communist world, na¬ 
tive bourgeois-nationalist leaders may 
be won over to Communism and the 
revolution could be consummated from 
above rather than below. As a practical 
diplomatic position, Moscow feels that 
any move to encourage Communist 
insurrection in these areas would simply 
stampede them all into the capitalist 
and anti-Communist camp, a dcvelope- 
ment which Peking considers—along 
with Molotov—as inevitable in any 
event. Peking’s present .strategy seems 
to be a conviction that the bourgeois 
nationalists will betray Khrushchev (as 
Chiang Kai-shek betrayed Stalin in 
1928) and that by supporting the local 
Communist parties now, China can 
expect to earn their gratitude and sup¬ 
port later on. 

THE FORMULATION OF SOVIET 
FOREIGN POLICY 

Introduction 

Any attempt to describe the formula¬ 
tion of Soviet foreign policy in the 
crucibles of its decision-making organs 
is bound to be a hazardous and frus¬ 
trating enterprise. The absence of peri¬ 
odic or .systematic publication of docu¬ 
ments, the inaccessibility of archives 
and officials, the virtual nonexistence of 
memoirs or diaries of retiring states¬ 
men, the puzzling duplication of state 
and party institutions, the perplexing 
fluctuations in their relationships, the 
ambiguity of Soviet ideology and the 
wide discrepancy between theory and 
practice, the bewildering profusion of 
constitutional and institutional changes, 
the arbitrary tendency to ignore or 
short-circuit elaborately detailed insti¬ 
tutional channels, and, finally, the 
capricious and convulsive turnover of 
personalities, are the more familiar 
impediments that must be contended 
with. 


The decision-making process itself is 
a dynamic interaction between institu¬ 
tions and personalities, whose character 
varies with the effectiveness of institu¬ 
tions to impose limits on the acts of 
individuals. In constitutional states, 
characterized by relatively permanent 
institutions, the restraints upon officials 
arc carefully defined, imposing ineluc¬ 
table limits not only on the range of 
policy formulation but upon the choice 
of means as well. In a totalitarian sys¬ 
tem like the Soviet Union, where the 
impcrmancntly rooted institutions are 
subordinated to relatively permanent 
personalities, the institutional aspects 
of the decision-making process arc 
little more than ceremonial, in which 
case decision-making is essentially per¬ 
sonal and bound to vary with the evo¬ 
lution of the ideological convictions, 
character, and judgment of the per¬ 
sonalities in control of the levers of 
power, the nature of the rivalries be¬ 
tween them, and, finally, their reaction 
to the internal and external political 
and social pressures that bear upon 
them. 

The Soviet political superstructure, 
during most of its existence, was a 
complicated mosaic of shifting and 
interlocking institutions resting upon an 
entrenched foundation of one-man 
dictatorship, in which all powers were 
delegated from above. The institutions 
of both Party and State, as well as 
their relationship to one another, were 
essentially creatures of the late Joseph 
Stalin and were designed, not to limit 
his own power, but to limit that of his 
subordinates and rivals, and to facilitate 
the solidification of his own authority. 
As the instruments of his creation and 
manipulation, they could not, and did 
not, function as restraints upon his 
latitude of decision. Both institutions 
and subordinates were liquidated with 
remarkable dispatch when the occasion 
demanded. 
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The system of duplicating and over¬ 
lapping political organs between the 
Party and State allegedly reflects a 
division of functions between the for¬ 
mulation and execution of policy, with 
policy formulation a monopoly re¬ 
served exclusively for the Party, while 
the function of the government was to 
be restricted to formalizing and legaliz¬ 
ing the decisions of the Party into 
official acts of state. This dichotomy 
was never cither rigid or ab.solutc, but 
constantly varied in accordance with 
the degree of interlocking of personnel 
at the summits of the Party and State 
hierarchy. 

The Party Congress 

In theory the most exalted, but in 
practice the most degraded of the cen¬ 
tral Party institutions in the formula¬ 
tion of policy is the Party Congress. 
Traditionally the most important funda¬ 
mental pronouncements on foreign 
policy have been made before the 
Party Congress, which is empowered 
to set the basic “line” of the Party 
and Slate, but in actual fact merely 
hears and rubber-stamps the decisions 
made elsewhere. All higher organs of 
the Party, including the Presidium and 
Secretariat, are rc.sponsible and ac¬ 
countable to the Party Congress which 
theoretically can remove and replace 
their membership. 

The role of the Congress in foreign 
policy has actually varied throughout 
its existence. Under Lenin, and, in 
fact, as late as the 16th Party Congress 
(1930), serious debate on foreign pol¬ 
icy and international revolutionary 
strategy frequently ensued, although 
never with the same intensity or wide 
range of diversity as on domestic policy. 
Because of its massive size (nearly 
2,000 delegates), the Congress became 
increasingly unwieldy as an organ of 
debate and discussion, and it gradually 


was converted into a forum which 
heard various sides and finally into a 
subdued sounding board for Stalin’s 
deadly rhetoric. Discussion and debate 
first slipped behind the doors of the 
Central Committee and eventually van¬ 
ished into the Politburo. All decisions 
were made in the Politburo, then re¬ 
ported to the Central Committee and, 
with increasing infrequency, to the 
Party Congress. The principal function 
of the Party Congress was reduced to 
the hearing of reports by the prominent 
figures of the Party. 

The two most important reports to 
Party Congresses relating to foreign 
policy are the Main Political Report 
of the Central Committee, delivered in 
the past by Stalin (except at the 19th 
Congress), and a report on the activi¬ 
ties of the World Communist Move¬ 
ment. At the 19th Congress, Malenkov 
delivered the Main Report, while 
Stalin restricted himself to a few enig¬ 
matic remarks to foreign Communist 
representatives at the close of the ses¬ 
sion. However, Stalin had ordered 
published his Economic Problems of 
Socialism on the eve of the Congress 
and this set the tone and dominated 
the entire proceedings of the Congress. 
At the 2()th Congress, Khrushchev de¬ 
livered the Main Report, incorporating 
radical doctrinal innovations affecting 
foreign policy, while Molotov confined 
himself to praising reluctantly the new 
policy and resentfully subjecting his 
own past conduct of foreign policy to 
self-criticism. I’hc activities of foreign 
Communist parties were reported by 
their own representatives. 

A close examination of the Main 
Political Reports betrays an almost 
rigid uniformity in organization. The 
entire first section is devoted to inter¬ 
national affairs; an authoritative inter¬ 
pretation of the world situation; an 
appraisal of the Soviet position; trends, 
developments, and opportunities to 
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watch for; warnings, threats, boasts, 
and invitations to bourgeois powers; 
congratulations and words of praise for 
friendly countries; and, finally, a sum¬ 
mary of the immediate and long-range 
objectives of Soviet foreign policy. This 
report sets the line to guide Commu¬ 
nists everywhere in their activities, and, 
thus, the Congress becomes not a 
forum for debate, but a unique medium 
of communication. 

Debate and discussion vanished after 
1930, and meetings of the Congress 
became less frequent until they threat¬ 
ened to vanish altogether. In his .secret 
speech to the 20th Congress, Khrush¬ 
chev gave this vivid description of the 
deterioration of the Party Congress. 

During Lenin’s life, party congresses 
were convened regularly; always when 
a radical turn in the development of the 
party and country took place, Lenin con¬ 
sidered it absolutely necessary that the 
party discuss at length all basic matters 
pertaining to . . . foreign policy. . . . 
Whereas during the first years after 
Lenin’s death, party congresses . . . 
took place more or less regularly, later 
. . . these principles were brutally vio¬ 
lated. . . . Was it a normal situation 
when over 13 years 11939-1952] elapsed 
between the Eighteenth and Nineteenth 
Congresses? ... Of 1,966 delegates [to 
the 17th Congress in 1934] with either 
voting or advisory rights, 1,108 persons 
were arrested on charges of revolutionary 
crimes.*^ 

The Central Committee 

As the body that “guides the entire 
work of the Party in the interval be- 

This extract and all subsequent refer¬ 
ences to Khrushchev’s secret report to the 
20th Congress are taken from the full text 
published in The New York Times, June 5, 
1956. The speech has been widely reprinted 
elsewhere. 


tween Congresses . . . and . . . directs 
the work of the Central and Soviet 
public organizations [i.e., the govern¬ 
ment],”®- the Central Committee be¬ 
came the principal arena of debate and 
discussion of foreign policy during the 
period preceding 1934. According to 
the Party rules at that time, the Polit¬ 
buro was obliged to report to this body 
at least three times a year, so that its 
decisions might be examined, criticized, 
and judged. The Central Committee 
elected the members of the Politburo, 
the Orgburo, and the Secretariat, and 
theoretically was empowered to ap¬ 
point, remove, or replace its members. 
The Central Committee itself was 
elected by the Party Congress and was 
empowered to replace its members 
by a two-thirds vote, but this rule was 
rudely violated by Stalin who removed 
and appointed members of the Central 
Committee virtually at will. 

On some occasions the Foreign 
Commissar—who invariably is at least 
a full member of the Central Commit¬ 
tee—as well as high Soviet function¬ 
aries of the Comintern reported to the 
Central Committee on foreign policy 
and international Communist activities. 
More often, the Secretary-General 
(Stalin) would deliver a report on the 
nature and scope of the Politburo’s 
work and explain the precise applica¬ 
tion of the “line” under changing in¬ 
ternational conditions. A fairly large 
body, composed of full members and 
alternate members (about equally di¬ 
vided), it was empowered to alter the 
policies of the Politburo and support 
the views of the minority. Only full 
members exercised the right of vote, 
while candidates had the right to par¬ 
ticipate in debate. Some of these re¬ 
ports, but not all, were made public, 
particularly if important modifications 

*2 The Land of Socialism Today and To¬ 
morrow (Moscow: International Publishers, 
1939), p. 473. 
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of the policies announced at the pre¬ 
vious Party Congress were made. The 
records of the Committee’s proceedings 
remain generally unpublished and in¬ 
accessible for examination. 

The Central Committee too, in time, 
was reduced to little more than a 
sounding board; its meetings became 
increasingly infrequent, and there is 
little reason to believe that after 1934 
its decisions were anything ^ than 
unanimous. According to Khn'' hchcv; 

Even after the end of the war . . . Cen¬ 
tral Committee plenums were hardly ever 
called. It should be sufficient to mention 
that during the years of the Patriotic 
War [World War II] not a single Central 
Committee plenum took place. . . . Stalin 
did not even want to meet and talk with 
Central Committee members. ... Of 
the 139 members and candidates of the 
Party’s Central Committee who were 
elected at the Seventeenth Party Congress 
11934], 98 persons, i.c. 70 per cent, were 
arrested and shot. 

The Party Presidium (formerly 
the Politburo) 

There is no question but that the most 
important organ of decision-making in 
the Soviet Union has been, and con¬ 
tinues to be, the Presidium of the Parly. 
In accordance with the principle of 
“democratic centralism,” the ultimate 
power of the Party is entrusted to this 
organ. Its internal organization and re¬ 
cruiting procedures, the composition 
and convictions of its factions, and its 
voting practices remain essentially a 
mystery. No proceedings of its delibera¬ 
tions have been made public in decades, 
and, in the absence of any recent defec¬ 
tions from this body, information con¬ 
cerning its procedures and activities 
can be derived only from the following 
sources; (1) fragmentary records of 
very early meetings; (2) public ex¬ 


posure of its deliberations by Leon 
Trotsky and other rivals of Stalin dur¬ 
ing the period before 1930; (3) ac¬ 
counts by high-ranking diplomats or 
government and Party officials, whose 
activities brought them into close range 
of the Politburo, and who have de¬ 
fected from the Soviet Union; (4) per¬ 
sonal accounts and memoirs of foreign 
statesmen who negotiated with mem¬ 
bers of the Politburo or with Stalin; 
(5) accounts of renegade officials of the 
Comintern and foreign Communist 
parties; (6) secrets spilled as a result 
of the Stalin-'I'ito feud; (7) Khrush¬ 
chev's secret speech at the 20th Party 
Congress and its aftermath; (8) cal¬ 
culated leaks by the Polish Party and 
government since the rise of Gomulka; 
(9) examination of the decisions al¬ 
ready taken; (10) rare public disputes 
between leading press organs of the 
Party and government; (11) shifts in 
Party and governmental officials; and 
(12) rare Central Committee Resolu¬ 
tions like that of June 29, 1957. 

Under Stalin, all decisions of the 
Politburo on questions of foreign policy 
were in essence his, in one form or 
another. All rival and dissident views 
were quashed and their adherents 
liquidated. The membership of the 
body was hand-picked by him. In his 
relations with the Politburo, Stalin 
could either announce his decisions 
and expect unanimous approval, sub¬ 
mit them for examination and ask for 
discussion with or without a vote, 
simply act without consulting his col¬ 
leagues, or consult with various mem¬ 
bers on certain questions to the ex¬ 
clusion of others. According to a former 
Soviet diplomat, who was an eye¬ 
witness to some Politburo meetings in 
1933: 

A thin appearance of collective work 
is still kept up at Politburo meetings. 
Stalin does not “command.” He merely 
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“suggests” or “proposes.” The fiction of 
voting is retained. But the vote never fails 
to uphold his “suggestions.” The decision 
is signed by all ten members of the 
Politburo, with Stalin’s signature among 
the rest. . . . The other members of the 
Politburo mumble their approval of 
Stalin’s “proposal.” . . . Stalin not only 
is generally called “the Boss” by the 
whole bureaucracy, but is the one and 
only boss.3® 

This general description of Stalin’s 
style of work has been confirmed many 
times by diplomats and statesmen of 
many countries who observed that 
Stalin often made important decisions 
without consulting anyone, while 
Molotov and others would request time 
to consult with their “government.” In 
the realm of decision-making, the 
role of the other members of the 
Politburo could best be described as 
consultative, although within the area 
of their own administrative responsi¬ 
bility they exercised the power of deci¬ 
sion. Testimony concerning Stalin’s 
intolerance of dissent is uniformly con¬ 
sistent. “Whoever opposed ... his 
viewpoint,” complained Khrushchev, 
“was doomed to be removed.” 

The relationship between the For¬ 
eign Ministry and the Presidium has 
always been unique. Since relations 
with other states are viewed in terms of 
a struggle for power among various 
“ruling classes,” and thus directly in¬ 
volve the security and the very exist¬ 
ence of the Soviet state, the Party 
center has always retained a tight 
supervision over the Foreign Ministry. 

‘*8 Alexander Barmine, One Who Sur¬ 
vived (New York: Putnam, 1946), p. 213. 
“thousands of relatively unimportant, as well 
as all-important, problems,” writes Barmine, 
“must pass through Stalin’s hand for final 
decision. . . . Weeks are spent in waiting; 
Commissars wait in Stalin’s office.” 


This supervision assumes different 
forms, depending upon the Party rank 
of the individuals who hold the posts 
of Foreign Minister and of Premier. 
The Premier has always been a Party 
figure of the highest rank, while the 
Foreign Minister may or may not be a 
member of the Party Presidium. 

During the period when Maxim 
Litvinov was Foreign Commissar, his 
work was supervised by Molotov, the 
Premier of the government and his 
formal superior. Matters of routine 
interest, not involving questions of 
policy or fundamental maneuver, were 
decided by Litvinov himself in con¬ 
sultation with his collegium. More sub¬ 
stantial questions were taken to 
Molotov, who, depending upon the 
nature of the question, would make a 
decision, or take it to the Politburo.^^ 
The Politburo itself was broken 
down into various Commissions deal¬ 
ing with different aspects of policy. 
Questions of foreign policy were first 
considered by the Politburo Commis¬ 
sion on Foreign Affairs, which in¬ 
cluded the Politburo specialists on the 
Comintern, Foreign Trade, and De¬ 
fense. In matters involving exceptional 
or immediate importance, Molotov 
would deal directly with Stalin and get 
a decision. 

The procedures of the Politburo 
were neither systematic nor rigid. Often 
Stalin would personally consult with 
the Foreign Commissar and his chief 
advisers; and Litvinov, on a few oc¬ 
casions, would be asked to make a re¬ 
port to the Politburo. The principle 
function of the Commission on Foreign 
Affairs was to act as a coordinating 
agency of all the departments con¬ 
cerned with foreign relations, to as¬ 
semble and evaluate intelligence in- 

34 Cf. Merle Fainsod, //ow Russia Is 
Ruled (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univer¬ 
sity Press, 1953), p. 282. 
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formation flowing from different 
channels, to devise strategy and policy, 
examine analyses, projects, and reports 
drawn up by specialists in the Foreign 
Commissariat, study reports of diplo¬ 
mats abroad, and then make a compre¬ 
hensive report either to Stalin or to the 
Politburo as a whole. 

Once the decisions were made, they 
would be transmitted in writing or 
verbally by Molotov to Litvinov for 
execution. These bureaucratic channels 
were often ignored and Stalin would 
act directly with Molotov, his principal 
agent, and they would personally give 
instructions to Litvinov. Deviation or 
improvisation from instructions by the 
Foreign Commissar or his subordinates 
in the Commissariat was neither per¬ 
mitted nor tolerated. According to 
Khrushchev, the system of Politburo 
Commissions was not primarily for or¬ 
ganizational efficiency, but was a 
sinister device whereby Stalin weak¬ 
ened the authority of the collective 
body: 

The importance of the . . . Political 
Bureau was reduced and its work dis¬ 
organized by the creation within the 
Political Bureau of various commissions 
—the so-called “quintets,” “sextets,” 
“.septets” and “novenaries.” 

When Molotov replaced Litvinov in 
May, 1939, this cumbersome procedure 
was simplified. The Nazi-Soviet Pact 
was worked out principally by Stalin 
and Molotov, with Zhdanov and 
Mikoyan the only other members of 
the Politburo apparently appraised of 
the crucial decisions contemplated. The 
Politburo Commission on Foreign Af¬ 
fairs gradually increased in size until, 
by 1945, it was large enough to be 
converted by Stalin from a “sextet” into 
a “septet.” As it grew in size, so its 
importance diminished. During the war. 


Stalin appeared to consult only Molotov 
on questions of foreign policy and fre¬ 
quently made decisions on the spot at 
the Big Three conferences. 

Although Khrushchev reported that 
“during Stalin’s leadership our peace¬ 
ful relations with other nations were 
often threatened, because one-man de¬ 
cisions could cause and often did cause 
great complications,” he failed to 
elaborate. He specifically accused Stalin 
of personally making the decision to 
break with Marshal Tito, while Walter 
Ulbricht, the German Communist 
leader, reported that Stalin’s arbitrary 
policies almost drove Mao Tse-lung out 
of the Soviet orbit. After Stalin's death 
the Korean war was halted, the de¬ 
mands on Turkey withdrawn with ap¬ 
propriate apologies, Soviet interference 
in Manchuria arrested, the rift with 
Tito ended, the bases in Finland 
evacuated, and a number of other re¬ 
versals of Stalinist policies undertaken. 
Molotov’s complicity in these decisions 
remains obscure, but since he was in 
charge of foreign affairs during most 
of the period concerned, and in view 
of his expulsion from the Presidium, 
he probably played an important con¬ 
sultative role. 

Khrushchev’s description of how de¬ 
cisions were made by Stalin and the 
Politburo is probably exaggerated and 
self-serving, but accurate in its general 
outline: 

After the war, Stalin became even 
more capricious, irritable, and brutal; in 
particular his suspicion grew. His per¬ 
secution mania reached unbelievable 
dimensions. Everything was decided by 
him alone without any consideration for 
anyone or anything. . . . Sessions of the 
Political Bureau occurred only occasion¬ 
ally . . . many dcci.sions were taken by 
one person or in a roundabout way, with¬ 
out collective discussion. , . . The im- 
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portance of the Political Bureau was re¬ 
duced and its work disorganized by the 
creation within the Political Bureau of 
various commissions. . . . The result of 
this was that some members of the Po¬ 
litical Bureau were in this way kept 
away from participation in the decisions 
of the most important state matters. 

Decision-making in the posi-Sfalin 
period: the agonies of collective 
leadership 

The death of Stalin stimulated the ex¬ 
pression of various opinions and un¬ 
leashed a struggle for power among his 
successors. Six months before his death, 
at the 19th Party Congress, Stalin 
radically reorganized the Party summit, 
abolishing the Orgburo and replacing 
the 11-man Politburo with a Presidium 
of 25 full members and 11 candidate 
members as the key decision-making 
organ of the Soviet system. Since many 
of the new members of the Presidium 
were burdened with permanent admin¬ 
istrative responsibilities far from Mos¬ 
cow, and since it was much too large to 
function as a decision-making body, 
there was secretly organized, in viola¬ 
tion of the new Party charter, a smaller 
Bureau of the Presidium, whose mem¬ 
bership has never been revealed. 
Whether expansion of the Presidium 
was designed by Stalin to widen the 
area of decision-making and prevent a 
struggle for power after his death— 
thus preparing the conditions for 
orderly transition from personal to in¬ 
stitutional dictatorship—or whether it 
was a sinister device for liquidating his 
old associates in favor of a generation 
ignorant of his crimes, remains an in¬ 
triguing enigma. According to Khrush¬ 
chev: 

Stalin evidently had plans to finish off 
the old members of the Political Bureau. 

. . . His proposal after the 19th Con- 


grc.ss, concerning the selection of 2.*' 
persons to the Central Committee's 
Presidium, was aimed at the removal of 
the old Political Bureau members and 
the bringing in of less experienced per¬ 
sons so that they would extol him. . . . 
We can assume that this was a design 
for the future annihilation of the old 
Political Bureau members, and in this 
way, a cover for all the shameful acts of 
Stalin. 

Immediately after Stalin’s death, with 
utter contempt for the elaborate in¬ 
stitutional rituals devised at the 19th 
Congress, the old members of Stalin’s 
entourage repudiated his handiwork. 
As the principal aspirants to Stalin’s 
power maneuvered against one another 
under the ideological umbrella of “col¬ 
lective leadership,” the Presidium was 
summarily reduced to its former size. 
The removal of Beria and the dis¬ 
mantling of his secret police apparatus 
introduced an uneasy equilibrium 
among the various factions in the Pre¬ 
sidium, none of which was powerful 
enough to overwhelm the others. 

In the post-Stalin Presidium, deci¬ 
sions have been taken only after stormy 
controversies and agile maneuvering 
among the various factions, which 
have been posed in uneasy and 
rapidly fluctuating equilibrium. As a 
consequence, necessity was converted 
into ideology and conflicting opinions, 
within carefully circumscribed limits, 
were given official sanction: 

Clash of opinions, on a foundation of 
Marxist-Leninist principles, must be 
thoroughly encouraged and developed 
. . . [but] within the framework of 
allegiance to the Party and Marxism—a 
clash in the course of which incorrect 
tenets and conclusions are rejected and a 
common viewpoint worked out.*® 

Kommunist (No. 10), August 1956, 
pp. 3-13. 
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At the same time, the authoritative 
theoretical journal, Kommunist, warned 
that “views that are objectively directed 
toward dethroning the leadership 
elected by the Party masses,” would 
not be tolerated. This danger is 
adumbrated in the Party Statutes, 
Article 28 of which reads: 

A broad discussion, in partici'lar on an 
all-Union scale concerning Ihj Party 
policy, should be so organize ' tUat it 
would not result in the attempts of an 
insignificant minority to impose its will on 
the majority of the Party or in attempts 
to organize fractional groupings which 
would break down Party unity, or in at¬ 
tempts to create a schism that would un¬ 
dermine the strength and the firmness of 
the socialist regime.®” 

Diversity and clash of opinion have 
not been permitted to filter down be¬ 
low the level of the Central Committee 
(and even in this body they are care¬ 
fully manipulated), for if the factional 
divisions in the Presidium should crack 
the Party pyramid down to its base, it 
would be impossible short of reestab¬ 
lishing one-man rule to prevent an 
eventual evolution towards a two or 
more party system operating within 
the framework of the Marxist-Leninist 
ideology. Already such an evolution 
has approached a crucial stage in the 
Polish Communist Party. 

Decisions in the Presidium, whose 
proceedings remain unpublished, are 
reached by simple majority, with only 
full members entitled to vote, although 
alternate members participate in the 
debate and discussion. Meetings of the 
Presidium are regularly held at least 
once a week, and according to both 
Khrushchev and Mikoyan most deci¬ 
sions are unanimous. Mikoyan has 
further elaborated by stating that if a 

so pravda, October 14, 1952. 


consensus were unobtainable, the Pre¬ 
sidium would adjourn, sleep on the 
matter, and return for further discus¬ 
sion until unanimity was achieved. Since 
5 full members out of 11 were expelled 
on June 29, 1957, for persistent op¬ 
position and obstruction to the Party 
line, the unanimity of the Presidium’s 
deliberations appear to have been 
exaggerated. 

In view of Khrushchev’s bitter at¬ 
tack on the organization of Politburo 
Commissions under Stalin, the Presid¬ 
ium’s internal compartmentalization 
may not be as rigidly demarcated as 
before, and foreign policy decisions, 
instead of being merely the concern of 
the Commission on Foreign Affairs, 
arc discussed and made by the body 
as a whole. “Never in the past,” Molo¬ 
tov sputtered regretfully at the 20th 
Party Congress, “has our Party Central 
Committee and its Presidium been en¬ 
gaged as actively with questions of for¬ 
eign policy as during the present pe¬ 
riod.” The vitiating effects of Stalin’s 
commission system, however, have 
been more than matched by the crys¬ 
tallization of factional groupings and 
cliques within the Parly’s highest 
body. 

Under the Soviet one-party system, 
w'hich docs not permit the organization 
of an opposition with an alternative 
slate of leaders and policies, factional 
rivalry within the Party summit be¬ 
comes a crude and primitive substitute 
for a two-party contest, while the re¬ 
lationship between the Central Com¬ 
mittee and its Presidium constitutes the 
nearest approximation to a system of 
institutional responsibility and account¬ 
ability. 

The sharp and close divisions in the 
Presidium have revived the prominence 
and activity of the moribund Central 

®' Molotov’s speech at the 20th Congress; 
cf. footnote 24. 
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Committee. Factional differences have 
been displayed before Plenums of the 
Central Committee (at least twice a 
year) where the actions of the Presid¬ 
ium have been appealed by the opposi¬ 
tion for reversal or revision. In this 
relatively large body of 133 full mem¬ 
bers and 122 alternates, discussion of 
the various views current in the Pre¬ 
sidium is still more ritualized than 
free, with each faction in the Presidium 
supported by its own retinue of re¬ 
tainers in the Central Committee. 
Voting is conditioned not only by di¬ 
visions in the Presidium but also by 
considerations of political survival and 
opportunism, with members being ex¬ 
tremely sensitive to the course that the 
struggle assumes in the higher body. 
“At Plenums of the Central Commit¬ 
tee,” according to the revealing state¬ 
ment of one low-ranking member, 
“Comrade Khrushchev and other mem¬ 
bers of the Presidium . . . corrected 
errors in a fatherly way . . . regard¬ 
less of post occupied or of rec¬ 
ord.” •'« 

It was in the Central Committee that 
Malenkov reputedly indicted Beria and 
where, in turn, he and Molotov were 
disciplined and attacked by the Khrush¬ 
chev faction. Shifts in the balance of 
factions in the Presidium arc almost 
always immediately registered in the 
Central Committee, whose proceedings 
inevitably sway with those of the higher 
body. The Central Committee, whose 
decisions are invariably reported as 
unanimous, is empowered to alter its 
own membership and that of its higher 
bodies by a two-thirds vote; and in 
the June 1957 Plenum it expelled three 
full members and one alternate from 
the Presidium and the Central Com¬ 
mittee, demoted one to alternate status, 

ssMoscow Radio broadcast, February 21, 
1956. Speech of Z. I. Muratov, First Secre¬ 
tary of the Tatar Oblast Committee. 


and cut off still another at full member¬ 
ship in the Central Committee. Cor¬ 
respondingly, the Presidium was ex¬ 
panded to 15 full members and nine 
alternates. 

Since then it has met to expel Mar¬ 
shal Zhukov, Bulganin, Kirichenko and 
Belyayev (actually to confirm their ex¬ 
pulsion) and to add Podgorny and 
Polyansky to membership in the Pre¬ 
sidium. Now that factional groups have 
been eliminated, the Central Commit¬ 
tee is no longer an arena of debate and 
maneuver, but simply a more selective 
organ for the confirmation of changes 
in personnel and policies, the an¬ 
nouncement of new policies, and the 
coordination of administrative and ex¬ 
ecutive action. It also serves as a meet¬ 
ing before which subordinates—those 
below Khrushchev—are subjected to 
criticism and where confessions of er¬ 
ror, failure, or venality are heard. 
Khrushchev appears—in the published 
records—to be in complete control of 
the proceedings. He interrupts, chas¬ 
tizes, corrects, and admonishes speak¬ 
ers, who reply in varying degrees of 
fear or familiarity, but he never recip¬ 
rocates. The Central Committee, how¬ 
ever, secretes great potential power; 
and since it is in the nature of the 
Soviet system not to tolerate dissenting 
clusters or factions of opinion, if pos¬ 
sible, it would be a mistake to assume 
that authentic collective decisions arc 
possible only after parliamentary or 
quasi-parliamcntary procedures. The 
Centr^ Committee performs its most 
crucial and vital functions during pe¬ 
riods of extreme crisis or succession, 
which inevitably yield differing opin¬ 
ions representing various factions, but 
these disappear once a single faction 
or combination of factions succeed in 
reasserting monolithic control. This is, 
in the evolving Soviet political process, 
a successful resolution of a divergence 
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in policy positions, much as a majority 
vote represents a successful resolution 
in a parliamentary situation. 

The precise relationship between the 
Central Committee and its Presidium 
remains in flux and is still evolving. 

Factional rivalry and foreign policy. 
Differences in the Presidium arise as 
a result of both personal ambitions for 
power and fundamental eonlli. ^ over 
doctrine and policy. Both fact 'rs arc 
so intricately intcrw'ovcn that i.Uv npts 
to draw fine distinctions between per¬ 
sonal and policy conflicts arc apt to 
be an idle exercise. Although Soviet 
ideology neither recognizes the le¬ 
gitimacy of factional groupings in 
the Party nor tolerates the doctrinal 
schisms that arc their ideological ex¬ 
pression, the Party throughout its his¬ 
tory has been constantly threatened 
with the eruption of both. After Stalin’s 
death the rival cliques he permitted— 
and may even have encouraged—to 
form among his subordinates devel¬ 
oped into factions, each with its own 
aspirations and opinions. Since no 
single faction was sufficiently powerful 
to annihilate the others, necessity was 
converted into virtue and the balance 
of terror in the Presidium was ideologi¬ 
cally sanctified as “collective leader¬ 
ship.” 

Even before the revelations of the 
resolution that hurled Molotov and his 
associates from their places of emi¬ 
nence, it was unmistakable that seri¬ 
ous factional quarrels kept the Pre¬ 
sidium in a continual state of turmoil. 
At least three factions appear to have 
existed in the Presidium before June 
1957, although the members of each 
faction were not permanently com¬ 
mitted to issues; and personality and 
tactical shifts, though not frivolous, 
were also not unusual. The Presidium 
was divided against itself on four ma¬ 
jor issues that had important foreign 


policy repercussions: the Stalinist is¬ 
sue; the relations between the Soviet 
Union and other Communist states 
and parties; economic policy and re¬ 
organization; and relations with the 
ex-colonial states. 

The so-called Stalinist faction had 
at its core the veteran Politburo mem¬ 
bers, Molotov and Kaganovich, and 
was frequently supported by Malenkov. 
The nucleus of the anti-Stalinist fac¬ 
tion was made up of Khrushchev, 
Mikoyan, Voroshilov, Bulganin, Kiri¬ 
chenko, and the dlternate members of 
the Presidium. This faction was in de¬ 
cisive control of the Party Apparatus 
and the Central Committee, and it 
found crucial support in the Army, in 
Peking, Warsaw, and Belgrade. Per- 
vukhin and Saburov made up the so- 
called “Managerial-Technical” faction, 
which appeared to have close connec¬ 
tions with Malenkov in the past but 
generally cast its vote with the Khrush¬ 
chev group on questions of Stalinism. 
The group deserted Malenkov for 
Khrushchev when Malenkov appeared 
to be the apostle for increased empha¬ 
sis on the production of consumer 
goods and Khrushchev continued to 
rely on heavy industry. These factions 
were bound together by bonds of com¬ 
mon ideological and policy considera¬ 
tions, but personal ambitions and op¬ 
portunism played a considerable role, 
allowing wide room for maneuver and 
re-alignment of positions as the main 
chance presented itself. 

The events in Poland and Hungary 
together with the uncompromising at¬ 
titude of Marshal Tito encouraged the 
Stalinists to believe that the Khrush¬ 
chev group had fumbled, while Khrush¬ 
chev’s sudden interest in decentralizing 
the economic structure of the State 
stampeded Pervukhin and Saburov 
foolishly to join the Stalinist faction 
in an anti-Khrushchev coalition that 
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made a desperate effort to thwart the 
proposed dismantling of their economic 
empires. At the December 1956 
Plenum of the Central Committee, this 
combination was sufficiently powerful 
to arrest the dc-Stalinization program 
temporarily and to guarantee the pres¬ 
ervation of the centralized economic 
structure by installing Pervukhin as the 
virtual dictator of the economic system. 
Relations with Tito were once again 
inflamed, and Satellite policies ap¬ 
peared to harden. During this period, 
Malenkov—as representative of the 
new majority—accompanied Khrush¬ 
chev to the Communist gathering held 
in Budapest, from which both War¬ 
saw and Belgrade were deliberately 
excluded. 

The inconclusive factional strife in 
the Kremlin and the ideological ferment 
in Eastern Europe provided an oppor¬ 
tunity for Peking to intervene, and 
Chou En-lai embarked upon an emer¬ 
gency trip to Moscow and Eastern 
Europe to shore up the Khrushchev 
faction. Because of the unnatural 
and unstable amalgamation organized 
against him, Khrushchev’s ouster was 
deferred; but once the crisis had sub¬ 
sided and it was clear that the Armed 
Forces and China preferred Khrush¬ 
chev’s policies in preference to those of 
his opposition, a re-alignment of forces 
in the Presidium enabled Khrushchev 
once again to reconstitute a majority 
at the February 1957 Plenum, and 
Pervukhin was toppled from his brief 
perch on the economic throne. The eco¬ 
nomic levers of power were wrenched 
from his hands, while Shepilov was 
ousted from the Foreign Ministry in 
favor of Gromyko. 

With the Presidium so sharply and 
evenly divided, “collective leadership” 
threatened to abandon Soviet foreign 
policy to the mercies of an inconclusive 
see-saw struggle plunging the Kremlin 


into a condition of perpetual indeci¬ 
sion. While key Khrushchev support¬ 
ers were out of town, SlalinLst forces, 
by engineering a rump meeting of 
the Presidium—ostensibly to discuss 
minor matters—regrouped and re- 
.solvcd to unseat Khrushchev through 
a parliamentary ruse. When the meet¬ 
ing took place on June 17-18, 1957, 
the First Secretary found himself mo¬ 
mentarily outmancuvered and appar¬ 
ently irrevocably outvoted. Saburov 
and Pervukhin once again voted with 
the Stalinist faction, as did Khrush¬ 
chev’s erstwhile protege, Shepilov. But 
the key figure in the new re-alignment 
was Bulganin, who miscalculated the 
power of the anti-Khrushchev forces 
and underrated the First Secretary’s 
political agility (leading Khrushchev to 
confide later that some of his col¬ 
leagues knew more about arithmetic 
than politics); and in an opportunistic 
maneuver voted to oust Khrushchev 
from power in the meeting over 
which he presided. Refusing to re¬ 
sign, Khrushchev conducted a filibuster 
while his supporters quickly assembled 
a special meeting of the Central Com¬ 
mittee and its Auditing Commission 
(a total of 319 members), which sat 
from June 22-29, 1957. 

After a bitter ventilation of all the 
contentious issues of doctrines and 
policy, during which 60 members re¬ 
portedly took part in the debate and 
115 filed statements, the Molotov- 
Managerial coalition was overwhelmed 
by a unanimous vote tarnished only 
by a single obstinate abstention by 
Molotov—the first such publicly ad¬ 
mitted dissonance in a Central Com¬ 
mittee vote in almost thirty years. The 
Stalinist wing of the coalition was 
charged in the resolution which ex¬ 
pelled them with engaging in illegal 
factional activity and cabalistic in¬ 
trigue. 
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Entering into collusion on an anti- 
Party basis, they set out to change the 
policy of the Party, to drag the Party 
back to the erroneous methods of leader¬ 
ship condemned by the 20th Party Con¬ 
gress [i.e. Stalinism]. They resorted to 
methods of intrigue and formed a collu¬ 
sion against the Central Committee. 

The others were not spccificallv con¬ 
demned, but Saburov lost his .a at on 
the Presidium and Pervukhin v. ts Je- 
moted to alternate status. In their Hu¬ 
miliating appearances before the 21st 
Party Congress, held in February 1959, 
both confessed their complicity in the 
plot against Khrushchev although they 
maintained that they later switched to 
Khrushchev on the vote to actually 
oust him as First Secretary. Saburov 
was eventually exiled to the obscurity 
of a factory manager in Syzran, while 
Pervukhin wound up with the less than 
exalted post of Ambassador to East 
Germany. Apparently for purposes of 
concealing the fact that a majority of 
the Presidium actually voted against 
him, Bulganin lingered on as Premier 
until March 1958 and as a member 
of the Presidium until the following 
September, although it was clear that 
his position had been compromised. 
He was formally charged with being 
part of the anti-Khrushchev conspiracy 
on November 14, 1958 and at the 
December 1958 Plenum, Bulganin 
made a grovelling confession in which 
he denounced himself as the “nominal 
leader” of the plot because of his posi¬ 
tion as chairman of the Council of 
Ministers. He made an abject plea 
for forgiveness, unleashed a vicious at¬ 
tack on Molotov and Kaganovich, and 
was consigned to the bemeaning post 
of Chairman of the Stavropol Eco¬ 
nomic Council. 

Interest groups and foreign policy. 
It is at once obvious that factions could 


neither arise nor flourish unless they 
received constant sustenance from 
powerful social forces in Soviet society. 
Just as Party factions do not organize 
into separate political organizations 
competing with the Party for political 
power, so interest groups in Soviet 
society do not constitute separate or¬ 
ganizations, but rather seek to make 
their influence felt as formless clusters 
of vested interests. Within the context 
of Marxist-Soviet ideology an interest 
group can only be a social class with 
economic interests that conflict with 
the interests of olhci classes. After the 
Revolution only the interests of the 
working class, as distorted by the 
Marxist prism, were given legitimate 
recognition—although the concrete po¬ 
litical articulation of these interests was 
usurped by the Communist Party— 
and all other interests and parties were 
condemned to oblivion. In 1936 Stalin 
declared the eradication of class con¬ 
flict in Soviet society, but he continued 
to recognize the existence of separate 
social classes, whose interests had 
merged into a single identity. The 
Communist Party was transformed 
from a party representing only the in¬ 
terests of the working class into one 
representing the transcendental inter¬ 
ests of all Soviet social classes. Conse¬ 
quently, Soviet ideology neither rec¬ 
ognizes the legitimacy of competing 
interest groups nor tolerates their au¬ 
tonomous existence. In Soviet jargon, 
an interest group that develops interests 
that deviate from the Party line is a 
hostile class; the faction that repre- 
.sents it in the Party is an attempt to 
form a party within a party; and its 
articulated views on policy and doctrine 
constitute an ideological deviation. 

Separate interest groups, however, 
continue to flourish in Soviet society, 
but not in conformity with the doctri¬ 
naire and contrived premises of nine- 
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tccnth-ccntury Marxism, nor within the 
synthetic social divisions given official 
sanction. The collective-farm peasantry 
and the working class constitute the 
numerically preponderant classes in 
Soviet society, but the major interest 
groups with sufficient power and influ¬ 
ence to apply political pressure do not 
follow the artificial constructions of 
Soviet ideology; in accordance with the 
unique dynamic of Soviet society the 
privileged elites find their social dif¬ 
ferentiation within a single recognized 
group, the intclligcnf.sia, which is not 
recognized as a social class but 
is euphemistically called a stratum. 

Although the Soviet intelligentsia 
(roughly identical with what Milovan 
Djilas labels the “New Class”) is a 
variegated congeries of dilTereniiated 
elites, they alt have in common a desire 
to perpetuate the Soviet system from 
which they have sprung and from 
which they benefit as privileged groups. 
But each group is immediately con¬ 
cerned with its own vested stake in 
Soviet society and seeks to force 
doctrine and policy to assume the con¬ 
tours of its own special interests. Since 
these groups do not enjoy official 
recognition, they all seek to exert their 
influence through the Communist 
Party, not outside it, and political 
rivalry assumes the form of compet¬ 
ing for control of the Party’s decision¬ 
making organs and its symbols of 
legitimacy. Because Soviet ideology 
rigidly and inaccurately insists upon 
the existence of a single monolithic 
interest, representing that of society in 
its collective entity, conflicts between 
major groups are resolved not by po¬ 
litical accommodation but by mutual 
elimination and by the attempt of one 
interest group to establish its supremacy 
and to impose its views as those of 
society as a whole. Thus the Com¬ 
munist Party, under the pressures of 
diverse groups seeking political articu¬ 


lation and accommodation, has become 
a conglomeration of interests whose 
basic incompatibilities are only partially 
obscured by a veneer of monolithic 
unity. 

Not all interest groups in the Soviet 
Union arc sufficiently powerful to exact 
representation for their views by fac¬ 
tions in the Party hierarchy. There are 
six principal groups within Soviet 
s(x:icty that have accumulated sufficient 
leverage, either through the acquisition 
of indispensable skills and talents or 
through the control of instruments of 
persuasion, terror, or destruction, to 
exert pressure upon the Party. These 
arc: (1) the Party Apparatus, consist¬ 
ing of those who have made a career in 
the Party Bureaucracy; (2) the Gov¬ 
ernment Bureaucracy; (3) the eco¬ 
nomic managers and technicians; (4) 
the cultural, professional, and scientific 
intelligentsia; (5) the Police; (6) the 
Armed Forces. 

These major groups are by no means 
organized as cohesively united bodies, 
speaking with a single authoritative 
voice, but rather themselves are made 
up of rival personal and policy cliques, 
gripped by internal jealousies, and 
often in constant collision and friction 
with one another in combination or 
alliance with similarly oriented cliques 
in other social groups. 

The Party Apparatus itself was thus 
divided into rival cliques, the two main 
contending groups being those led by 
Khrushchev and Malenkov. Since the 
denouement of Malenkov, his sup¬ 
porters in the Party Apparatus have 
been systematically rooted out and re¬ 
placed with followers of Khrushchev. 
Although the function of the Party 
Bureaucracy is essentially administra¬ 
tive rather than policy-making, it has a 
tendency to feel that it “owns” the 
Party and thus seeks first to subordinate 
the Party to its control and then to 
force the other major groups to submit 
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to the domination of the Party. After 
Stalin’s death, the serious and im¬ 
minent threat posed to the Party by 
Beria and his Secret Police caused 
Khrushchev and Malenkov to tem¬ 
porarily bury their rivalry in the ap¬ 
paratus of the Party in order to crush 
the Secret Police, which under Beria 
had developed into an independent 
center of power and threatened to sub¬ 
jugate the Party to its will. 1 he Secret 
Police was dismembered with are aid 
of the Army, which then displaced 
the Police as the most important in¬ 
strument of violence in the Soviet 
system. 

After Beria was dispatched, the 
rivalry in the Party Apparatus en¬ 
tered its crucial phase. Malenkov was 
at a distinct disadvantage because he 
had given up his post in the Party 
Secretariat in favor of the premiership, 
and although he had built up a sub¬ 
stantial following in the Government 
Bureaucracy, principally among the 
energetic and ambitious young corps 
of managers and tcchnicans in Soviet 
society, he was outmaneuvered in the 
Party Secretariat as Khrushchev sys¬ 
tematically replaced Malenkov’s Party 
bureaucrats with his own. A close 
scrutiny of the convulsions that have 
taken place in the Party summit since 
Stalin’s death reveals that Malenkov’s 
followers in the Party Bureaucracy 
were essentially in the Central Ap¬ 
paratus, while Khrushchev’s supporters 
were principally provincial Party lead¬ 
ers, most of whom had had some ex¬ 
perience in the Ukrainian Party organi¬ 
zation. By ousting Malenkov from the 
Secretariat, Khrushchev was able to de¬ 
stroy his organization in the Party Ap¬ 
paratus, and then by forcing his 
resignation as Premier, the ground¬ 
work was prepared for dispersing his 
adherents in the Government Bureauc¬ 
racy, particularly in the economic sec¬ 
tor. 


The lines of rivalry and clique forma¬ 
tion in the other major groups tend to 
follow the contours of those which de¬ 
velop within the Party Secretariat, with 
various cliques uniting their fortunes 
with contending lorces in the Party 
Secretariat. Their representation in the 
Party is thus not functional, but 
fortuitous and opportunistic, and the 
views of their representatives in the 
Party’s leading bodies often reflect only 
the views of the prevailing clique within 
each group. The fall from grace of a 
leading member of the Secretariat 
(Andrei Zhdanov, G. M. Malenkov) is 
registered throughout all the major 
social and functional forces in Soviet 
society and is accompanied by purges 
in the Party Apparatus, the Govern¬ 
ment, the Armed Forces, the Arts, 
Sciences, and Professions. 

There appears to be no systematic 
attempt to select members of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee and its Presidium from 
among the major forces in Soviet 
society; and the composition of these 
bodies appears to depend upon the 
balance of forces at any given time. 
Ample evidence exists, however, that 
their composition reflects deliberate 
recognition of these major interest 
groups. Traditionally the Party Ap¬ 
paratus accounts for slightly less than 
half the total membership of the Central 
Committee, with the Government 
Bureaucracy (including the economic 
administrators) following close behind. 
The representation of the other groups 
is substantially less, although, because 
virtually all members of the Party’s two 
highest bodies who are not career Party 
Bureaucrats are employed by the State, 
it is often difficult to distinguish the 
main line of work pursued by a par¬ 
ticular member of the Central Com¬ 
mittee. This is especially true in eases 
where an individual moves from one 
group to another. Consequently all dis¬ 
tinctions are provisional and in some 
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cases arbitraiy because of the am¬ 
biguous careers of many members of 
the Party's highest bodies. With respect 
to the composition of the Presidium, 
differentiation is more precise and ac¬ 
curate, although even here, because of 
the interlocking nature of the top 
organs of State and Party, some am¬ 
biguity prevails. 


Major Groups Represented in the 
Central Committee 



1952 

1956 

Party Apparatus 

103 

117 

Government Bureaucracy 

79 

98 

Professional Military 

26 

18 

Police 

9 

3 

Others 

18 

19 

Totals 

235 

255 


Major Groups Represented on the Presidium 


Party Apparatus 

1952 

13(5) 

1953 

2(2) 

1956 

4(3) 

1957 

10(6) 

1961 

10(3) 

Government Bureaucracy 
Economic Sector 

5(3) 

4 

4 

1(2) 

2(1) 

Noneconomic 

4(2) 

3(1) 

3(1) 

3 

2(2) 

Professional Military 

0 

0 

0(1) 

1 

0 

Police 

2 

1(1) 

0 

0 

0 

Cultural Intelligentsia 

1(1) 

0 

0(1) 

0(1) 

0(1) 

Totals 

25(11) 

10(4) 

11(6) 

15(9) 

14(7) 


The Party Apparatus continues to 
dominate the composition of the 
Party’s highest body, but whereas at 
the 19th Party Congress the Party 
Bureaucrats in the Presidium repre¬ 
sented two rival cliques led by Party 
Secretariat Malenkov and Khrushchev, 
in the current Presidium all the career 
Party ofTicials, with the exception of 
Suslov and Kuusinen, are part of the 
Khrushchev machine. The Government 
Bureaucracy correspondingly has suf¬ 
fered a drastic decrease in representa¬ 
tion, with the economic sector being in a 
state of virtual eclipse. Pervukhin, dis¬ 
graced and demoted to lowest-ranking 
alternate, is the only representative of 
the hitherto powerful managers of 
heavy industry. Since the execution of 
Beria, the Police, Stalin’s favorite in¬ 
strument of terror, has been deprived 
of its traditional scat on the Party’s 
highest body, the seat being tem¬ 
porarily given to its principal competi¬ 
tor, the Army. The representatives of 
the Cultural Intelligentsia in the Pre¬ 
sidium appear barely distinguishable 


from those of the Party Apparatus, 
since they are normally professional 
ideologists and propagandists. 

The informal recognition of groups 
with distinctive special interests of their 
own and the admission of their repre¬ 
sentatives to the decision-making bodies 
of the Party cannot but exercise 
fundamental influence on the country’s 
foreign policy, although how this in¬ 
fluence is exerted and in what direction 
is diflicult to determine. Although it is 
true that none of the major groups has 
publicly thwarted the decisions of the 
Party in foreign policy, it has been 
officially admitted that Party decisions 
have been administratively distorted by 
both a Minister of Internal Affairs and 
two Foreign Ministers. The removal of 
the Managerial bureaucrats from both 
the Presidium and high government 
posts was motivated at least in part 
by the fear that their control of the 
key economic levers of society could be 
used to frustrate the decisions of the 
Party. 

Marshal Zhukov’s leadership of the 
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Army posed an even grimmer potential 
threat to the supremacy of the Party 
Apparatus, had he been permitted to 
remain in the Presidium and the De¬ 
fense Ministry where he could seriously 
question the basic decisions of the Party 
concerning military and foreign policy 
and frustrate their implementation. His 
removal in October 1957 from both 
strategic positions over the relatively 
trivial controversy concerning the po¬ 
litical indoctrination of the military 
was essentially a preventative measure 
designed to remove a popular and com¬ 
manding personality who might at some 
future date challenge even more crucial 
decisions of the Party and thus produce 
an internal crisis of incalculable magni¬ 
tude. Zhukov’s denouement was pain¬ 
lessly engineered by skillful exploitation 
of his own vanity and the intense per¬ 
sonal jealousies and factional cleavages 
within the Army leadership itself as 
well as by adroit manipulation of the 
Middle-Eastern crisis. His replacement 
on the Presidium was not another rep¬ 
resentative from the military, but yet 
another worker in the Party Ap¬ 
paratus, promoted up from alternate 
membership. 

By 1958, the Party Apparatus under 
Khrushchev’s direction had dismem¬ 
bered the Police, domesticated the 
Managerial bureaucrats and decen¬ 
tralized their empire, exiled the leaders 
of factional groupings in the Party to 
Siberia, and subordinated the military 
to its will. As the chart indicates, 
neither major instrument of coercion 
in the Soviet system now has a repre¬ 
sentative in the Party Presidium, which 
is now overwhelmingly dominated by 
career Party apparatchiki. 

As the Soviet system matures and 
becomes inextricably identified with the 
interests of its various privileged elites, 
the decision-makers must give greater 
consideration in the calculation of for¬ 
eign policy to factors affecting the in¬ 


ternal stability of the regime; and they 
will show greater sensitivity to the 
effects of decisions on the vested in¬ 
terests of the various elites in Soviet 
society. The rise of powerful social 
and economic elites in the Soviet 
Union and their insistent pressures for 
participation in the exercise of political 
power could only introduce stresses, 
strains, conflicts, and hence new re¬ 
straints into Soviet diplomacy. 

Within the context of an ideology that 
imposes a single Interest representing 
society as a whole, each interest group 
will tend to distort ideology and policy 
in an endeavor to give it the contours 
of its own interests; the next step is to 
elevate these to transcendental signifi¬ 
cance. Under these conditions, Soviet 
ideology may be constantly threatened 
with a series of fundamental convul¬ 
sions if one interest group displaces 
another in the struggle for the control of 
the Party machinery, unless a rational 
system of accommodating conflicting 
interests evolves to replace the custom 
of mutual obliteration. As the vested 
stake of each major group becomes 
rooted in the Soviet system, the con¬ 
tours of Soviet diplomacy and national 
interest will inexorably tend to be 
shaped more by the rapidly moving 
equilibrium or accommodation of in¬ 
terests that develop internally than by 
abstract ideological imperatives, which 
may conflict with the concrete interests 
of specific major elites in Soviet 
.society. 

Since 1958 the Party Apparatus un¬ 
der Khrushchev’s control and direction 
has been the dominant voice in the 
Party and organs of the State. Factional 
disturbances within the hierarchy have 
been reduced, although the social and 
economic basis of factional rivalry re¬ 
main and factionalism is likely to be 
revived when the question of succes¬ 
sion once again demands resolution. 
Neither the outcome nor the precise 
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process can be predicted, however, 
since the course of the future struggle 
for power will depend not only upon 
the nature of the personalities involved, 
the exact issues and conditions which 
will be pressing, but also upon the 
lessons which were learned as a result 
of the struggle for power during the 
Khrushchev era as well as the Stalin 
era. The permanent dominance of the 
Party priests over the Party itself is by 
no means assured, for given competent 
and skillful leadership within a favora¬ 
ble concatenation of circumstances, 
conditions and fortuity, the Party Ap¬ 
paratus itself can be wrenched from 
the control of the high priests, sub¬ 
dued by one of the other elite groups 
(or a combination of others), and re¬ 
duced to a domesticated administrative 
instrumentality of the State, just as the 
princes established their primacy over 
the bishops in another era. 

Khrushchev’s assumption of the 
premiership in 1958 obviates the possi¬ 
bility of strife for the moment, but at 
the same time it is an eloquent tribute 
to the State as the most powerful and 
implacable rival of the Party as a 
legitimate constitution of power and 
authority as well as a symbol of stability 
and continuity. The Party Apparatus 
retains a vested interest in the ideologi¬ 
cal norm of the “withering away of the 
state” if only for the reason that the 
longer the State persists, the less it be¬ 
comes simply a subordinate admin¬ 
istrative instrument of the Party, the 
more it becomes an autonomous center 
of prestige and power, and the greater 
the vested stake of the State bureauc¬ 
racy in its perpetuation. In this curious 
revival of the conflict between popes 
and emperors, priests and princes, the 
contest so far has been resolved within 
the context of the Caesaro-Papist tradi¬ 
tion of Byzantium and Imperial Russia, 
but in inverted fashion, for up to now, 
the popes have become emperors rather 


than the other way around. It should 
be noted that Khrushchev’s movement 
into the Council of Ministers has been 
accompanied by shifts of other career 
Party officials into organs of the State. 
Aside from the massive influx of Party 
officials into the diplomatic service 
(discussed below), F. R. Kozlov func¬ 
tioned for a brief period as a First 
Deputy Premier, the veteran Party 
functionary, L. Brezhnev, has suc¬ 
ceeded Voroshilov as ceremonial Chief 
of State as Chairman of the Presidium 
of the Supreme Soviet, and A. N. 
Shelepin, a long-time leader in the 
Komsomols, has been made Chairman 
of the Committee for State Security, 
which supervises the Secret Police. 

Virtually all expulsions and reor¬ 
ganizations of the Presidium of the 
Party since 1958 have been non-fac- 
tional in character. They were simply 
reflections of Khrushchev’s determina¬ 
tion to root out ambitious, oppor¬ 
tunistic and unreliable allies and 
proteges, like Kirichenko, or expul¬ 
sions of otherwise faithful acolytes, 
like Belyayev, who were unable to meet 
the exacting and sometimes impossible 
standards of administrative and execu¬ 
tive performance set by the First Secre¬ 
tary. Voroshilov, on the other hand, 
who was nearly 80 years old at the 
time of his withdrawal from the State 
and Party organs, seems to be an 
authentic case of retirement after long 
and harrowing years of successful po¬ 
litical opportunism and public service. 

THE ADMINISTRATION AND EXECU¬ 
TION OF SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY 

Party policy and state administration: 
conflict and harmony 

Responsibility for the actual execution 
of foreign policy as distinct from its 
formulation rests with the Council of 
Ministers and its Presidium, which is 
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nominally accountable to the Supreme 
Soviet and its Presidium but in fact is 
subordinate to the Party Presidium, 
with which it normally shares key per¬ 
sonnel. The relationship between the 
Party’s highest body and the Council 
of Ministers and its Presidium in the 
decision-making process, which is often 
ambiguous and is currently in a state 
of transition, depends more upon the 
degree of interlocking members!..p be¬ 
tween the two organs than upo'. con¬ 
stitutional forms. Under Stalin, par¬ 
ticularly after he became Premier in 
1941, interlocking membership was 
virtually complete and was designed 
to ensure maximum harmony between 
Party policy and state administration. 
Distinctions between formulation and 
execution of policy were ambiguous to 
the point of complete irrelevance un¬ 
der these conditions. Before Stalin held 
any formal executive position in the 
government, the institutions of the 
Party were the chief decision-making 
bodies of the regime, but with Stalin’s 
assumption of the premiership, Stalin, 
the Secretary-General of the Party, 
made policy, and in his capacity as 
premier he was also in charge of its 
execution and administration. As head 
of both Party and government he did 
not need to employ all the institutions 
of decision-making; and those of the 
Party virtually withered away. Since 
all diplomatic relations with the outside 
world are carried on through State in¬ 
stitutions, the organs of the State had to 
retain sufficient vitality to legalize 
Stalin’s decisions into formal acts of 
government. 

The apparent rise of the State to a 
position superior to that of the Party 
was undoubtedly a major factor in 
Malenkov’s decision to succeed Stalin 
as Premier rather than as First Secre¬ 
tary of the Party. Legally, as Premier, 
he had under his control the two prin¬ 
cipal instruments of violence, the 


Police and the Armed Forces; and thus 
he chose the State in preference to the 
Party Secretariat as his instrument with 
which to subdue his rivals in the Pre¬ 
sidium. The Police and the Army, how¬ 
ever. turned out to be virtually separate 
entities with their own informal lines 
of organization and loyalty which 
radically departed from constitutional 
and legal patterns. By relinquishing 
control of the Party Secretariat to 
Khrushchev in favor of the premier¬ 
ship, Malenkov abdicated the symbols 
of legitimacy in favor of the shell of 
power, since within the context of the 
Party rules and institutional controls 
bequeathed by Stalin, the Premier and 
the Government were mere creatures 
of the Party’s will. As long as the 
Secretariat and the premiership arc 
united in a single personality, relation¬ 
ships of control and subordination are 
irrelevant, but once they arc separated, 
custom and precedent, as well as 
ideology, favor the Secretariat in any 
rivalry for supremacy. 

With the eruption of factional rivalry 
in the Presidium and the separation of 
the Party Secretariat from the Govern¬ 
ment, interlocking membership between 
the Council of Ministers and the 
Party’s highest body, instead of ensur¬ 
ing harmony between policy and ad¬ 
ministration, in fact guaranteed conflict 
and friction, as the Party Presidium 
came under the control of one faction 
while key administrative organs of 
State were in the hands of members of 
rival factions. 

The first overt instance of conflict 
between Party policy and state admin¬ 
istration was Beria’s attempt to thwart 
the decisions of the Party through his 
control of the Ministry and Internal 
Affairs. Since then, both major and 
minor discrepancies between policy 
administration have taken place. Thus, 
while Khrushchev could muster nar¬ 
row majorities in the Presidium, mem- 
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bers of the opposition were in strategic 
administrative positions where they 
could subvert the implementation of 
Party decisions. One of the major ac¬ 
cusations against Foreign Minister 
Molotov, and also against Shepilov, 
was that he was using the Foreign 
Ministry and Soviet missions abroad to 
subvert and sabotage, rather than to 
carry out, the policies formulated by the 
Party. Similarly, Khrushchev’s plan for 
breaking up the concentration of eco¬ 
nomic power in Moscow was probably 
opposed by the Managerial bureau¬ 
crats like Kaganovich, Pervukhin, and 
Saburov, who controlled key economic 
levers in the nation’s industrial system 
and could effectively frustrate the dis¬ 
mantling of their own source of power 
and influence. Thus, before the reor¬ 
ganization of the Presidium in June 
1957, of the nine members of the Pre¬ 
sidium of the Council of Ministers, four 
first deputy chairmen and one deputy 
chairman were members of the opposi¬ 
tion minority in the Party Presidium. 
It was untenable that the minority fac¬ 
tion in the Party Presidium should en¬ 
joy a majority in the Presidium of the 
Council of Ministers, whose function 
it was to implement the very policies 
rejected by a majority of its members. 

The power of the Council of 
Ministers as a policy-making and ex¬ 
ecutive institution was severely cur¬ 
tailed during the brief period of 
Bulganin’s continued incumbency after 
the 1957 reorganization. Before June 
29, 1957, the nine-man Presidium of 
the Council of Ministers included seven 
full members of the Party Presidium, 
but after the reorganization only 
Bulganin and Mikoyan remained mem¬ 
bers of both bodies. The displacement 
of Bulganin by Khrushchev in March 
1958 marked a revival in overlapping 
membership in the two organs, whereby 
career Party workers moved into top 
government positions. By 1961, four 


of the seven-man Presidium of the 
Council of Ministers were also mem¬ 
bers of the Party Presidium. The situa¬ 
tion remains highly fluid for the degree 
of overlapping membership depends 
more upon the course of internal po¬ 
litical maneuvering than anything else. 

The constitutional basis of 
Soviet foreign relations 

Under the Soviet Constitution of 1936, 
as amended, foreign policy is ad¬ 
ministered and executed at four dif¬ 
ferent institutional levels: (1) the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet; (2) 
the Supreme Soviet; (3) the Council of 
Ministers; and (4) the Union Re¬ 
publics, of which there are now 15. 
Although the Soviet constitutional sys¬ 
tem is based on the principle of com¬ 
plete fusion of executive, legislative, 
.and administrative power, each in¬ 
stitutional level is invested with cer¬ 
tain foreign policy functions, which 
may be permissive, exclusive, or con¬ 
current. These legal relationships, how¬ 
ever, do not function in any way as 
limitations on Soviet diplomacy. 

The Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet. The Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet is vested under the Constitution 
with a wide range of ceremonial, ex¬ 
ecutive, and legislative functions. Jurid¬ 
ically a creature of the Supreme 
Soviet, for which it acts as legal agent, 
it is, in fact, its institutional superior 
and surrogate, since it is empowered 
with virtually the entire spectrum of 
authority granted to the Supreme 
Soviet during the long and frequent 
intervals between sessions of the 
Soviet legislature. Technically, all of its 
actions are subject to later confirma¬ 
tion by the Supreme Soviet, but, in 
practice, this is an empty ritual. 

According to Istoriya Diplomatii, in 
the area of foreign affairs, the 
Presidium, in the person of its chair- 
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man, functions as the ceremonial 
chief of state, much like the American 
president and the British monarch: 

In accordance with the universally rec¬ 
ognized doctrine of international law, 
the supreme representation of the modem 
state is vested in the chief of state, 
whether he be an actual person (monarch, 
president of the republic) or a co'l. otivc 
body (Presidium of the Supreme '‘ovict 
of the U.S.S.R., Federal Couneil ol 
Switzerland).... As a general rule, the 
competence of the chief of state includes 
the declaration of war and conclusion of 
peace, nomination and reception of diplo¬ 
matic agents, granting powers for the con¬ 
clusion of international treaties and agree¬ 
ments of special significance, and the 
ratification and denunciation of these 
treaties and accords.®” 

In its ceremonial capacity, the Pre¬ 
sidium confers all diplomatic ranks 
and titles of a plenipotentiary character, 
formally appoints and recalls diplo¬ 
matic representatives of the U.S.S.R., 
and receives the letters of credence and 
recall from foreign envoys. Although 
foreign representatives almost always 
present their credentials to the Chair¬ 
man of the Presidium, they arc, in fact, 
accredited to the Presidium as a collec¬ 
tive entity. 

The Presidium’s substantive powers 
arc considerable. Article 49 of the Con¬ 
stitution authorizes it to interpret all 
Soviet laws, convene and dissolve the 
Supreme Soviet, annual decisions and 
orders of the Council of Ministers, ap¬ 
point and remove the higher commands 
of the armed forces, and issue decrees 
in its own right, virtually without limits. 
Furthermore, the Presidium, during in¬ 
tervals between sessions of the Su¬ 
preme Soviet, “proclaims a state of war 
in the event of armed attack ... or 

Istoriya Diplomalii, III, 765. 


whenever necessary to fulfill interna¬ 
tional treaty obligations concerning 
mutual defense against aggression,” 
can order general or partial mobiliza¬ 
tion, and can proclaim martial law 
in separate localities or throughout the 
country. The cxcrci.se of many of these 
powers is not subject to later confirma¬ 
tion by the Supreme Soviet, although 
the Presidium remains technically ac¬ 
countable for all its activities to the 
Soviet legislature, which theoretically 
can replace its personnel. 

Certain important powers vested in 
the Presidium are provisional and dele¬ 
gated. Thus, the Presidium, during 
periods when the Supreme Soviet is not 
in session, can appoint and dismiss 
ministers upon the recommendation of 
the chairman of the Council of 
Ministers, but this is subject to later 
confirmation. Similarly, if the Pre¬ 
sidium promulgates decrees of a funda¬ 
mental nature, outside its formal con¬ 
stitutional competence, they also are 
subject to confirmation, although this 
may be several years later. 

Although the Constitution appears 
to give the Presidium a monopoly on 
the ratification and denunciation of 
treaties, a law of the Supreme Soviet, 
“On the Procedure for Ratification 
and Denunciation of International 
Treaties,” passed on August 19, 1938, 
defines as treaties requiring its ratifi¬ 
cation: (1) treaties of peace; (2) 
mutual defense treaties; (3) treaties of 
nonaggression; and (4) treaties requir¬ 
ing mutual ratification for their im¬ 
plementation.^” By implication, and in 
accordance with past practice, all 
treaties not specifically enumerated as 
requiring ratification by the Presidium 
are left to the discretion of the Council 
of Ministers. On the other hand, on 
rare occasions the Supreme Soviet has 

Second Session of the Supreme Soviet 
of the U.S.S.R., verbatim report (New York: 
International Publishers 1938), p. 678. 
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been asked to ratify or give preliminary 
approval to particularly important 
treaties, although there exists no con¬ 
stitutional imperative. 

The Supreme Soviet. As the “highest 
organ of state authority in the 
U.S.S.R.,” the power of the Supreme 
Soviet under the Constitution is coter¬ 
minous with that of the Union. 

Composed of two coordinate cham¬ 
bers—the Council of the Union and 
the Council of Nationalitie.s—of ap¬ 
proximately equal .size, the constitu¬ 
tional competence of the Soviet legis¬ 
lature in foreign affairs surpasses that 
of any other organ. In practice, it has 
abdicated most of its powers to the 
Presidium and has been left only with 
the empty shell of ceremony, which 
may sometimes border on consultation. 
Both chambers arc equally impotent, 
singly or together, and neither has 
specific functions or powers denied the 
other. 

The formal authority of the Su¬ 
preme Soviet in foreign policy falls 
into seven categories: (1) the enact¬ 
ment of basic legislation and con¬ 
stitutional amendments; (2) the con¬ 
firmation of the decisions and decrees 
of the Presidium and the Council of 
Ministers; (3) ratification of selected 
treaties; (4) declaration of war and 
peace; (5) confirmation and authori¬ 
zation of territorial changes and of the 
creation, admission, promotion, demo¬ 
tion, and abolition of new republics; 
(6) hearing and approving of foreign 
policy reports delivered by the Premier 
or the Foreign Minister; and (7) the 
preliminary examination of treaties 
prior to ratification by the Presidium. 
Since Stalin’s death, all of these activi¬ 
ties have been accorded greater 
publicity. 

All proposed laws, treaties, signifi¬ 
cant statements of policy, results of im¬ 
portant conferences, or simply reviews 
of the international situation—^with 


one or two alleged exceptions, how¬ 
ever—were taken on the initiative of the 
government, under instructions from 
the Party. 

The sessions of the Supreme Soviet 
arc short. Between 1946 and 1954 the 
Supreme Soviet sat for a total of only 
45 days, with the longest session lasting 
seven days (June 1950) and the short¬ 
est, 67 minutes (March 1953); its per¬ 
formance before and during the war was 
even less auspicious. By far the most 
significant function of the Supreme 
Soviet is to hear reports on the foreign 
policy of the government. It is cus¬ 
tomary, but by no means the invaria¬ 
ble rule, that the Foreign Minister re¬ 
view the government’s foreign policy 
before this body, usually to joint ses¬ 
sions. It listens attentively, with con¬ 
ditioned enthusiasm; if requested, it 
enacts legislation with rare precision 
and extraordinary dispatch, unen¬ 
cumbered with either debate or criti¬ 
cism. Fulsome panegyrics delivered by 
a dozen or more carefully selected 
deputies on the wisdom and correct¬ 
ness of the government’s policies are 
euphemistically described as “discus¬ 
sion” in the official records, a close ex¬ 
amination of which has failed to pro¬ 
duce a single note of criticism, to say 
nothing of a negative vote, in all the 
deliberations of the Supreme Soviet. 

In the words of Kommunist, “until 
recently its [/.c. the Supreme Soviet’s] 
sessions concerned for the most part 
consideration of budget questions and 
approval of the decrees of the Pre¬ 
sidium,” but with the replacement 
of Malenkov by Bulganin in February 
1955, a calculated effort has been made 
to give it a more conspicuous role in 
foreign affairs. These changes have, so 
far, been more ornamental than sub¬ 
stantive. 

With the installation of Bulganin as 

41 Kommunist (No. 10), August 1956, pp. 
3-15. 
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Premier in February 1955, the Su¬ 
preme Soviet, with much fanfare, 
issued an appeal to other parliaments 
for a program of parliamentary ex¬ 
changes in the form of visiting delega¬ 
tions addressing each other’s legisla¬ 
tures; more than a dozen such ex¬ 
changes have taken place. In July of the 
same year the Supreme Soviet adhered 
to the Inter-Parliamentary Union 
(ITU) and sent a delegation to its 
44th annual conference in Helsinsi 

Although the two Foreign Affairs 
Commissions of the two chambers of 
the Supreme Soviet are supposed to 
make “a preliminary examination of 
all matters connected with foreign af¬ 
fairs to be considered by the Supreme 
Soviet (and its Presidium),” this func¬ 
tion had all but withe"ed away and the 
existence of these bodies was virtually 
rendered superfluous; they were sud¬ 
denly brought back to life when the 
Soviet-Iranian Agreement of 1954, the 
denunciation of the Anglo-Soviet and 
Anglo-French Treaties of Alliance, the 
Warsaw Pact, and the agreement to 
establish diplomatic relations with 
West Germany were all submitted, with 
considerable publicity, to joint sessions 
of the two Commissions (the Supreme 
Soviet was not in session) for their 
solemn consideration. After hearing re¬ 
ports by Molotov and his deputies, they 
dutifully recommended approval to the 
Soviet Presidium. At about the same 
time the two chairmen of the chambers, 
together with allegedly prominent 
members of the two Commissions, sud¬ 
denly appeared at diplomatic recep¬ 
tions, received foreign dignitaries, and 
pompously pontificated on foreign 
policy in patent, but bogus, imitation 
of their counterparts in the American 
Congress. 

The Supreme Soviet was awarded 
the honor of proclaiming an end to 
the state of war with Germany on 
January 25, 1955, and on August 4, 


1955, it was called into special session 
to hear Bulganin’s report on the Sum¬ 
mit Conference at Geneva, a procedure 
not used since Molotov addressed a 
special session on the Nazi-Soviet Pact 
of 1939. On this same occasion the 
Supreme Soviet, after “debating” the 
policy of the government and “inter¬ 
pellating” the Foreign Minister, issued 
an appeal to the parliaments and gov¬ 
ernments of the world to “put an end 
to the arms race.” The regular session 
of the Supreme Soviet was arranged to 
coincide with the return of Bulganin 
and Khrushchev from their tour of 
Southeast Asia, so that both might 
address the Supreme Soviet on the re¬ 
sults of their trip. 

Although the activities of the Su¬ 
preme Soviet have been stepped up, 
there is little reason to believe that 
there has been a corresponding en¬ 
hancement of its influence and power. 
It hears more reports on foreign pol¬ 
icy, but it has also retained intact its 
undeviating characteristic of absolute 
unanimity, whether convened on the 
spur of the moment or after contrived 
deliberation. The invocation of the for¬ 
mal prerogatives of the Supreme Soviet, 
however, is no idle exercise, since it 
creates certain advantages for Soviet 
diplomacy. (1) It serves to infuse So¬ 
viet citizens with the notion that their 
representatives participate in the for¬ 
mulation of foreign policy decisions. 

(2) As a propagandistic maneuver it 
strives to create the illusion of evolving 
constitutionalism in the Soviet system. 

(3) As a purely diplomatic device, it 
permits the Kremlin to invoke consti¬ 
tutional procedures as a stumbling or 
delaying mechanism in negotiations 
and affords a basis for demanding re¬ 
ciprocal action in the ratification of 
treaties and other diplomatic instru¬ 
ments. 

The possibility, no matter how 
slight, that ceremony may some day 
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be replaced with substance cannot be 
ignored, but this expectation must 
yield to the realization that the flurry 
of activity we have noted can be ar¬ 
rested as abruptly as it began. 

The Council of Ministers (Formerly 
the Council of People’s Commissars, or 
Sovnarkom). As the “highest executive 
and administrative organ” of the gov¬ 
ernment, the Council of Ministers 
“exercises general supervision” over 
the execution and administration of the 
country’s foreign policy, and also di¬ 
rects the state’s foreign trade monopoly. 
Constitutionally, since 1944 the cen¬ 
tral government no longer exercises a 
monopoly over foreign affairs but 
merely represents the Federal Union 
as a whole and establishes the “general 
procedure in mutual relations between 
the Union Republics and foreign 
states,” and thus shares the conduct of 
diplomacy with its 15 constituent re¬ 
publics. 

In actual practice, however, foreign 
policy in the Soviet Union is the most 
tightly centralized activity of the Soviet 
government. 

The Council of Ministers has the 
following powers: (1) grant or with¬ 
draw recognition of new states or gov¬ 
ernments; (2) sever and restore diplo¬ 
matic relations; (3) order acts of 
reprisal against other states; (4) ap¬ 
point negotiators and supervise the ne¬ 
gotiation of international treaties and 
agreements; (5) declare the adherence 
of the Soviet Union to international 
conventions not requiring formal rati¬ 
fication; (6) conclude agreements not 
requiring ratification with other heads 
of governments (similar to American 
executive and administrative agree¬ 
ments); (7) ratify all treaties and 
agreements not requiring ratification of 
the Presidium; (8) give preliminary 
examination of all treaties submitted 
to the Presidium for its ratification; 
(9) oversee “the current work of the 


diplomatic organs, effectually direct 
that work and take the necessary meas¬ 
ures in that field;” and (10) appoint 
and accredit all diplomats below pleni¬ 
potentiary rank and foreign trade rep¬ 
resentatives.^® 

Actually there appears to be a great 
area of overlapping activity between 
the Presidium and the Council of Min¬ 
isters in the conduct of diplomacy, and 
were it not that the one-party system 
makes all basic decisions, rivalries and 
jealousies would almost certainly de¬ 
velop between these two organs, ren¬ 
dering coordination of diplomatic ac¬ 
tivity virtually impossible. 

a) The Chairman and his Cabinet. 
The most influential member of the 
Couneil of Ministers is its Chairman, 
referred to in the West as the Premier, 
who is always an important figure of 
the highest rank in the Party hierarchy. 
This office, including its predecessors 
under previous constitutions, has been 
filled by only seven men since the 
cstabli.shment of the Soviet state: 
Lenin (1917-1924); Rykov (1924- 
1930); Molotov (1930-1941); Stalin 
(1941-1953); Malenkov (1953-1955); 
Bulganin (1955-1958); Khrushchev 
(1958- ). After Lenin’s death, when 

Stalin refused to hold formal office, 
this post was reduced to a mere shadow 
of the secretary-general of the Party, 
but after Stalin assumed formal re¬ 
sponsibility for the policies of the gov¬ 
ernment in April 1941, and held it 
until his death in March 1953, the 
post retrieved its former prestige and 
power. Stalin’s death, and the resultant 
power rivalries that were unleashed, 
temporarily revived the division of 
power between the Premier and First 
Secretary of the Party, and the two 
positions have once again been sepa- 

■*2C/. A. Y. Vyshinsky, The Law of the 
Soviet State (New York: Macmillan, 1948), 
p. 376; Istoriya Diplomatii, III, 767-768, 
806-807; Towster, op. cit., p. 279. 
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rated and re-united. Khrushchev’s un¬ 
expected assumption of the office after 
Bulganin’s resignation reflected the in¬ 
ternal and external symbolic signifi¬ 
cance which it has acquired during 
Stalin’s long tenure as well as the fact 
that as a position from which to chal¬ 
lenge the power of the First Secretary, 
it was too risky to permit a continued 
separation of the two positions. The 
post of Premier serves to legiUmizc 
and legalize the power of the ■ ir^t 
Secretary, just as the latter imparts to 
the premiership the necessary ideologi¬ 
cal sanctity. It is likely that the post of 
Premier will continue to acquire au¬ 
thority and prestige at the expense of 
the first secretaryship as an institution, 
and any successor who wishes to stabi¬ 
lize his position must eventually occupy 
both positions in order to enjoy both 
the legal and ideological attributes of 
legitimacy and power. Malenkov’s fail¬ 
ure to use the premiership successfully 
as a stepping stone to full power is not 
precedential; it simply marks another 
stage in the shifting equilibrium be¬ 
tween the Party and the State, in which 
the State will eventually win out unless 
it “withers away” in conformity with 
the ideological hope of the Party. 

The Chairman has primary respon¬ 
sibility for the conduct of the country’s 
foreign policy and, presumably, has the 
authority to appoint and remove the 
ministers concerned with its day-to-day 
execution. Immediately below the 
Chairman are his First Deputy Chair¬ 
men and Deputy Chairmen, who nor¬ 
mally are in charge of a specific min¬ 
istry, or may be without portfolio. The 
chairman, his First Deputies, and his 
Deputies constitute the Presidium (cab¬ 
inet) of the Council of Ministers. 

The size and composition of the Pre¬ 
sidium have undergone serious trans¬ 
formations in recent years. Under 
Stalin, the Presidium became so large 
that a Bureau—or inner cabinet—of 


the Presidium was secretly organized, 
whose composition and membership 
have never been made public. After his 
death, the number of First Deputies 
was reduced to four and of Deputies 
to one, with only the Chairman and 
the first deputies admitted into the 
Presidium. The Bureau of the Presid¬ 
ium was technically abolished, but in 
fact the Presidium was reduced to the 
smaller size of the Bureau. The execu¬ 
tion of First Deputy Beria and the 
replacement of Malenkov as premier 
resulted in enlargement of the Presid¬ 
ium until it reached its maximum post- 
Stalinist number of five First Deputies 
and eight Deputies. As a result of the 
reorganization of the economic minis¬ 
tries and the expulsion of Molotov, 
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Pervukhin, and 
Saburov from the Presidium, it was 
first reduced to four members, and tiien 
raised to six. 

The Council of Ministers and its 
Presidium arc subordinate in fact to 
the Party Presidium and in theory to 
the Supreme Soviet and its Presidium. 
If the current Premier of the Govern¬ 
ment loses a vote of confidence in the 
Party organ, the decision is reviewed 
by the Central Committee, whereupon, 
if it is upheld, he submits his resig¬ 
nation to the Presidium of the Su¬ 
preme Soviet. The Central Committee, 
through its First Secretary, nominates 
the next Premier to the appropriate 
State organs and a new Government 
is thus formed. 

Since the formation of the Bulganin 
Government, the Premier and other key 
members of the Presidium of the Coun¬ 
cil of Ministers have played an increas¬ 
ingly personal and active role in the 
country’s diplomacy. This pattern was 
further accelerated after Khrushchev 
became Premier. Not only the Premier, 
but important ministers and the Chair¬ 
man of the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet, have made state visits to many 
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countries as a part of the Kremlin’s 
new diplomatic offensive. While he was 
Foreign Minister, Molotov played an 
active personal role in the country’s 
diplomacy, but he apparently objected 
to the interference of the other mem¬ 
bers of the Government in Soviet diplo¬ 
matic activity. In particular he objected 
to the travels of Bulganin and Khrush¬ 
chev and their meetings with the heads 
of various governments. 

b) The Foreign Minister. In forty 
years of Soviet diplomacy there have 
been only seven Foreign Ministers: 
Leon Trotsky (November 1917-April 
1918); Georgi Chicherin (1918-1929); 
Maxim Litvinov (1929-1939); Vya¬ 
cheslav Molotov (1939-1949; 1953- 
1956); Andrei Vyshinsky (1949- 
1953 ); Dimitri Shepilov (during 1956); 
Andrei Gromyko (1957- ). Until 

1949, the typical tenure of a Soviet 
Foreign Minister was ten years, and 
nearly 35 years of Soviet diplomacy 
have been directed by only three indi¬ 
viduals, thus giving Soviet diplomacy 
a measure of enviable continuity. Since 
Stalin’s death the foreign ministry has 
changed hands almost as many times 
as it had up to the time of his passing, 
reflecting the bitter conflicts that have 
raged over foreign policy in the past 
few years. 

The Foreign Minister’s role and in¬ 
fluence in Soviet diplomacy depend 
almost entirely upon his Party rank. 
When the Minister is of relatively low 
rank in the Party, he constitutes little 
more than a caretaker of the depart¬ 
ment. If he is of top Party rank, as 
Trotsky and Molotov were, he partici¬ 
pates in the deci.sions he is asked to 
execute, and in at least two cases 
(Molotov and Shepilov), has actually 
flouted the will of the decision-makers 
in favor of executing a foreign policy 
of his own choosing. Even though 
Chicherin and Litvinov, like Gromyko, 
were relatively low-ranking members 


in the Party hierarchy, this by no means 
indicates that they were less effective 
as diplomats. There is ample evidence 
to suggest that the Party leaders would 
prefer a low-ranking Party member as 
Foreign Minister rather than one of 
first rank, except under critical circum¬ 
stances, since it enhances the flexibility 
of Soviet diplomacy while hampering 
that of other countries, who are forced 
to accommodate their diplomacy to the 
bureaucratic channels of the Soviet 
Foreign Oflice. Normally the Foreign 
Minister is at least a full member of the 
Central Committee, although both Chi¬ 
cherin and Litvinov achieved that 
status some time after they had become 
Foreign Commissars. Gromyko was 
elevated to full membership only at 
the 20th Party Congress. Trotsky and 
Molotov were the only Foreign Minis¬ 
ters who were full members of the 
Party’s highest body; Vyshinsky and 
Shepilov were alternate members of the 
Presidium during their incumbency. 

T/ie Ministry of Foreign Affairs (formerly 
the People's Commissariat for Foreign 
Affairs, or Narkomindet) 

Evolution of the Ministry. The gov¬ 
ernment department directly charged 
with the day-to-day administration of 
Soviet diplomacy docs not materially 
differ in its structure and organization 
from its counterparts in other Great 
Powers, although it betrays a pattern 
of historical evolution that is unique 
among foreign ministries. Since its es¬ 
tablishment it has undergone a triple 
metamorphosis. 

In the beginning, its primary pur¬ 
pose was to trigger a world revolution 
and thus create the conditions for its 
own extinction. It was thought that if 
the world revolution failed, a Soviet 
diplomacy would be impossible, and, if 
it succeeded, unnecessary. It was Leon 
Trotsky’s boast, “I will issue a few 
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revolutionary proclamations to the 
people of the world, and then close up 
shop.”'*'* On November 26, 1917, a 
decree from Trotsky’s Foreign Affairs 
Commissariat virtually dis-established 
the diplomatic apparatus of the Russian 
state: all members of the Russian for¬ 
eign service abroad were summarily 
dismissed unless they expressed loyalty 
to the Bolshevik regime. In their p' ■ 's, 
Bolshevik emigres abroad were ap¬ 
pointed as “unofliciar’ agents c tie 
new government (Litvinov was sueh 
an appointee to Great Britain). Trotsky 
even neglected to establish a perma¬ 
nent home office; he appeared at his 
office only once—^to dismiss all em¬ 
ployees reluctant to pledge loyalty to 
the new regime and to set up a com¬ 
mittee to publish the secret treaties in 
the archives of the Russian Foreign 
Office. 

The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk im¬ 
posed upon the new regime diplomatic 
relations with Germany and its allies, 
so the Council of People’s Commissars 
was forced to recreate a provisional 
diplomatic service. With obvious petu¬ 
lance, in a decree of J unc 4, 1918, they 
attempted to rewrite unilaterally the 
principle of diplomatic ranks adopted 
by the Congress of Vienna in 1815, by 
abolishing all Soviet diplomatic titles 
in favor of a single designation, “pleni¬ 
potentiary representative” (Polpred). 
In a naive attempt to impose Soviet 
egalitarian principles upon foreign en¬ 
voys, the decree peremptorily an¬ 
nounced that “all diplomatic agents of 
foreign states . . . shall be considered 
equal plenipotentiary representatives 
regardless of their rank.” 

Pending the eventual liquidation of 

Cited in E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik 
Revolution, 1917-1923, 111 (London: Mac¬ 
millan 1953), p. 16. 

^*Full text in T. A. Taracouzio, The 
Soviet Union and International Law (New 
York: Macmillan, 1935), p. 383. 


the Foreign Affairs Commissariat, the 
functions of Soviet diplomacy during 
this initial period fell into three princi¬ 
pal categories: (1) the publication of 
“secret treaties” in order to expose the 
duplicity and hypocrisy of the Allies 
and compromise them in the c\es of 
their own people; (2) the conduct of 
necessary negotiations and diplomatic 
relations, on a temporary basis, with 
capitalist states in a position to impose 
them; and (3) the utilization of Soviet 
embassies and legations abroad as 
centers of revolutionary propaganda, 
conspiracy, and activity, in clear viola¬ 
tion of treaty obligations. In this con¬ 
nection, the Soviet government an¬ 
nounced that “The Council of People’s 
Commissars considers it necessary to 
offer assistance by all possible means 
... to the left internationalist wing 
of the labor movement of all counii ies 
fandl ... for this pu'^posc . . . de¬ 
cides to allocate two million rubles for 
the needs of the revolutionary interna¬ 
tional movement and to put this sum 
at the disposal of the foreign repre¬ 
sentatives of the Commissariat for 
Foreign Affairs.” 

The failure of the revolution to 
spread beyond Russia, the success of 
the seceding border states in maintain¬ 
ing their independence, and the failure 
of foreign intervention to subdue the 
Bolshevik regime, forced the expansion 
of diplomatic contact with the bour¬ 
geois world. By 1921 the Soviet foreign 
office was prepared to pass out of its 
initial phase into its second, as a quasi- 
permanent agency for “normalizing” 
relations with the capitalist powers on 
the basis of “mutual interests” during 
the prolonged period of “co-existence” 
which Lenin now recognized as the 
inevitable interval between the first and 
final stages of the world revolution. 

Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on 
Foreign Policy, 1 (London: Royal Institute 
of International Affairs, 1951), 22. 
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From an instrument of world revolu¬ 
tion the foreign office was converted 
into an instrument for furthering the 
interests of the Soviet state. 

Since the revolutionary and conspira¬ 
torial activities of Soviet diplomats 
complicated the establishment of de¬ 
sirable trade and political connections 
with the bourgeois world, the new 
Commissar of Foreign Affairs, Gcorgi 
Chicherin (who succeeded Trotsky in 
April 1918), was instrumental in shift¬ 
ing the function of revolutionary agita¬ 
tion from the Foreign Office to the 
Party. A new diplomatic service was 
organized from scratch by Chicherin, 
and shortly after he assumed office, the 
Foreign Commissariat was organized 
into more than a dozen departments. 
The first Statute on the Commissariat 
for Foreign Affairs was issued by the 
Council of Ministers on July 6, 1921; 
it defined the sphere of competence of 
each of the departments. After the for¬ 
mation of the Union and the centraliza¬ 
tion of diplomacy in Moscow, the 
Commissariat on November 12, 1923, 
received its definite statute which still 
constitutes the juridical basis for the 
organization and structure of the For¬ 
eign Ministry. However, it was not 
until 1924 that Soviet diplomacy was 
juridically relieved of its revolutionary 
mission and it entered into its current 
phase. According to a decree issued 
November 21, 1924, and still effective: 

It goes without saying that diplomatic 
missions abroad arc appointed by each 
of the parties establishing diplomatic rela¬ 
tions for purposes which exclude propa¬ 
ganda in the country to which they are 
accredited. The Soviet diplomatic mis¬ 
sions follow and are to follow this prin¬ 
ciple with absolute strictness.^® 

Although technically the Soviet For¬ 
eign Office is supervised by the Council 

♦“Full text in Taracouzio, op cit., 389- 
390. 


of Ministers, it has always enjoyed a 
unique, direct relationship with the 
Party Presidium. Unlike the other de¬ 
partments of government in the new 
Bolshevik regime, the Foreign Com¬ 
missariat was unencumbered with hold¬ 
overs from the old bureaucracy, Chi¬ 
cherin being the only prominent figure 
who had previous diplomatic experi¬ 
ence. Consequently, from the very be¬ 
ginning, it was cherished by Lenin: 

The diplomatic apparatus ... is quite 
exceptional in (he governmental ap¬ 
paratus. Wc excluded everyone from the 
old Tsarist apparatus who formerly had 
even the slightest influence. Here, the 
whole apparatus, insofar as it possesses 
the slightest influence, has been made up 
of Communists. For this reason this ap¬ 
paratus has acquired for itself . . . the 
reputation of a Communist apparatus 
which has been tested and cleansed of the 
old Tsarist bourgeois and petty bourgeois 
apparatus to a degree incomparably 
higher than that attained in the apparatus 
with which wc have to be satisfied in the 
other people’s commissariats.'*^ 

This quality, in the words of a Soviet 
diplomat, “helped make it a peculiarly 
well-fitted apparatus for the expression 
of new policies.” 

The Statute governing the Foreign 
Affairs Commissariat, decreed on No¬ 
vember 12, 1923, which has been fre¬ 
quently amended, but never super¬ 
seded, defined its principal duties as: 

(a) The defence of the political and 
economic interests of the U.S.S.R. . . . 
(b) The conclusion of treaties and agree¬ 
ments with foreign countries in accord- 

The New York Times, July 1, 1956. 
Extract is from suppressed Lenin documents 
distributed at the 20th Party Congress and 
later made public. 

Alexei F. Neymann, in S. N. Harper, 
ed.. The Soviet Union and World Problems 
(Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1935), 
p. 229. 
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ance with the decisions of the govern¬ 
ment. (c) Supervision over the proper 
execution of treaties and agreements con¬ 
cluded with foreign states, and enabling 
the corresponding organs of the U.S.S.R. 
and the Union Republics to exercise 
rights conferred by these treaties, (d) 
Supervision over the execution by the 
competent organs of treaties, agreements, 
and accords concluded with foreign 
states.'* 

The Foreign Minister and his Col¬ 
legium. The administration of the For¬ 
eign Commissariat was initially en¬ 
trusted to a collegium in accordance 
with the Bolshevik principle of collec¬ 
tive responsibility. The Foreign Com¬ 
missar was forced to share authority 
and responsibility with a board of three 
or four other senior officials of the 
Commissariat. 

With the promulgation of the first 
Constitution in March 1918, the germ 
of one-man management was im¬ 
planted, when the Commissar was 
invested with the personal power of 
decision relating to matters within the 
competence of his department, but if 
this decision conflicted with the views 
of the collegium, the latter, without the 
power of stopping execution of the 
decision, could appeal its differences to 
the Council or to the Presidium. As a 
consequence, collective responsibility 
became a convenient evasion of con¬ 
crete responsibility and the collegium 
frequently abused its powers by issuing 
orders in its own name, thus lowering 
the prestige and personal responsibility 
of the Foreign Commissar. 

By 1934, defects of collective re¬ 
sponsibility became so serious that 
Stalin condemned the collective prin- 

The full text of this statute, with amend¬ 
ments through 1927, is reprinted in 
Yezhegodnik Narodnovo Komissariata Po 
Inostrannym Delam Na 1928 God (Mo.scow, 
1928), pp. 182-193. All subsequent refer¬ 
ences and extracts refer to this text. Cf. also 
Istoriya Diplomatli, III, 770-771. 


ciplc as obsolete and subversive of effi¬ 
cient administration; the collegium was 
abolished and the Foreign Minister 
installed in complete charge of his 
department and, in turn, he assumed 
full personal responsibility for its work. 

Four years later, in March 1938, the 
colkgvum was teslorcA 
form, but was dearly divested of its 
former tyrannical power over the Com¬ 
missar. The Council, which was too 
large and unwieldy as a decision¬ 
making or even advisory body, was 
retained as a convenient institution for 
the diffusion of policy and administra¬ 
tive decision, and the collegium re¬ 
tained its character as the executive 
committee of the Commissariat. The 
Commissar retained his plenary author¬ 
ity and responsibility, but the formal 
prerogatives of the collegium remained 
considerable.'’’" 

The institutional relationship estab¬ 
lished in 1938 between the Foreign 
Minister and his collegium has sur¬ 
vived, substantially unaltered, till now. 
Its size and composition appear to vary, 
depending upon the discretion of the 
Foreign Minister, except in unusual 
circumstances, although appointments 
to the collegium continue to be made 
by the Council of Ministers. The col¬ 
legium is presided over by the Minister 
or one of his First Deputies. It includes 
not only the First Deputy and Deputy 
Ministers, but also about four to six 
senior officials in the department, one 
of whom frequently is the Chief of the 
Press and Information Division. The 
number of First Deputies has varied 
from one to three; their rank roughly 
corresponds to that of the undersecre¬ 
tary in the American State Department. 
Immediately below the First Deputies 
are the Deputies, whose rank corre¬ 
sponds to that of Assistant Secretaries 
in the American hierarchy; there may be 
up to six Deputies (in 1961 there were 

Cf. Vyshinsky, op. cit., pp. 387-389. 
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six). The other members of the colJe- 
gium are normally department heads. 
Thus the size of the collegium may vary 
up to more than a dozen members. 

The institutional prerogatives of the 
collegium fall just short of the power 
of actual decision, but without weaken¬ 
ing in any way the full responsibility 
of the Minister. It cannot overrule the 
Minister’s decisions, nor issue orders 
in its own name, but it is mandatory 
for the Minister to report any disagree¬ 
ment with his collegium to the Council 
for disposition. The collegium retains 
the right, individually or collectively, 
to appeal to the Council and the Cen¬ 
tral Committee of the party.®^ 

The organization and structure of 
the Foreign Ministry. The basic or¬ 
ganization and structure of the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry remain governed by 
the Statute of 1923, which established 
a flexible system of administration, per¬ 
mitting a wide latitude for internal re¬ 
organization at the di.scretion of the 
Minister. The Ministry is organized 
into “divisions according to the main 
geographical divisions of the world and 
the main functions of the department 
and . . . this apparatus both in its 
offices in Moscow and its missions in 
foreign countries does not present any 
striking differences in structure com¬ 
pared with similar departments in other 
countries,” as one former Soviet diplo¬ 
mat informs us.®'-® 

At the apex of the Ministry stands 
the Minister with his collegium, which 
is provided with a Central Secretariat 
—headed by a Secretary-General— 
performing routine secretarial and staff 
administrative work for the Minister, 
his deputies, and members of the col¬ 
legium. The functional divisions, which 
have become increasingly differentiated 
with the expansion of Soviet diplomatic 
activity, are conventional: Protocol, 

thid. 

Neymann, op. cit., pp. 226-227. 


Political Archives, Courier and Liaison, 
Passport and Visa, Treaty and Legal. 
Economic, Consular Affairs. Adminis¬ 
tration, Personnel, Finance, Supplies, 
and Press and Information.®® Several 
related functional divisions arc grouped 
together and supervised by Deputy 
Ministers, and perhaps also by colle¬ 
gium members. 

Since the 1923 Statute does not 
stipulate the precise number of geo¬ 
graphical divisions, the number and 
composition of these departments vary 
considerably, and currently are in a 
phase of expansive reorganization. The 
Statute merely states that “the divi¬ 
sions of Western Affairs . . . arc 
charged with securing diplomatic rela¬ 
tions with the states of Europe and 
America, the observation and study of 
the political and economic and other 
relations between these states and 
other institutions of the U.S.S.R. which 
may also have relations with missions 
in the U.S.S.R.” The divisions for 
“Eastern Affairs” assume identical re¬ 
sponsibilities for the states of Asia and 
Africa. 

The cataclysmic political changes of 
the past twenty years, the massive ex¬ 
pansion of Soviet diplomatic relations, 
and the creation of many new states in 
Asia and Africa, have profoundly af¬ 
fected the internal organization of the 
Foreign Office. In the past few years 
the number of geographical divisions 
has been increased, while the number 
of functional divisions has remained 
fairly constant. As compiled from So¬ 
viet press accounts, there arc now seven 
“Western” divisions and five “Eastern” 
divisions, plus two separate depart¬ 
ments for International Organizations 
and International Economic Organiza¬ 
tions. The geographical divisions, 
which closely resemble those of 1925, 
are as follows: 

S3C/. Yezhegodnik, 1925, 1926, 1928, 
1929. 
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1. Division for American Coun¬ 
tries {North and South). 

2. First European (France, Bene¬ 
lux, and Italy). 

3. Second European (United King¬ 
dom and white Commonwealth coun¬ 
tries). 

4. Third European (the two Ger¬ 
manics, Austria, Switzerland). 

5. Fourth European (Czechoslo¬ 
vakia, Poland, Hungary). 

6. Fifth European (Balkan states). 

7. Sixth European (Scandinavian 
countries and Finland). 

8. Division for Near Eastern Af¬ 
fairs. 

9. Division for Middle Eastern Af¬ 
fairs. 

10. Division for Southeast Asian 
Affairs (Pakistan, India, Burma, North¬ 
ern Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Thai¬ 
land, Ceylon, and Indonesia). 

11. Division for Far Eastern Affairs 
(China, Outer Mongolia, North Korea, 
and Japan). 

12. Division for African Affairs. 

Normally, a deputy minister exer¬ 
cises general administrative supervision 
over the work of several contiguous 
geographical divisions, and usually he 
is a former ambassador with diplo¬ 
matic experience in the geographical 
area in question. 

The appearance of kindred Commu¬ 
nist states in Eastern Europe and in 
the Far East has not modified the geo¬ 
graphical divisions of the Ministry. 
Relations with Communist countries 
through the Foreign Ministry, however, 
have been reduced to the bare mini¬ 
mum required by international law and 
protocol, since substantive and policy 
questions are handled through corres¬ 
ponding Party organizations. Soviet 
envoys to important Communist coun¬ 
tries are considered primarily as func¬ 
tionaries and emissaries from the Party 
and secondarily as government agents. 
Thus, when Tito complained that the 


Soviet Ambassador was meddling in 
the affairs of the Yugoslav Party, Stalin 
replied; 

Tito and Kardelj . . . identify the 
Soviet Ambassador, a responsible Com¬ 
munist . . . with an ordinary bourgeois 
ambassador, a simple official of a bour¬ 
geois state. . . . The Soviet Ambassador, 
a responsible Communist . . . not only 
has the right but is obliged, from time 
to time, to discuss with Communists in 
Yugoslavia all questions which interest 
them.'>< 

This relationship has been confirmed 
and cmpha.sized since Stalin’s death 
with the adoption of the praetiee of 
dispatching high Party functionaries as 
ambassadors to important Communist 
states. 

The Soviet diplomatic service. The 
decree of 1918 reducing all diplomatic 
ranks to the single and equal rank of 
plenipotentiary representative remained 
technically in force until 1941, al¬ 
though it was neither possible nor de¬ 
sirable to honor it in practice. The 
principle of diplomatic equality was 
based on the discarded theory that “the 
representatives of . . . the U.S.S.R. 
do not personify a quasi-mythical 
Leviathan state, but only . . . the 
plenipotentiary of the ruling class,” 
and that diplomats from bourgeois 
countries were likewise emissaries of 
their ruling classes.*•’’ This view was 
condemned as unduly doctrinaire and 
subversive of Soviet prestige and di¬ 
plomacy, since, in practice, it amounted 
to unilateral renunciation of all the 
privileges and prerogatives of seniority 
and rank under traditional norms of 
diplomatic intercourse. 

The Soviet-Yuf;o.^lav Dispute (London: 
Royal Institute of Internationa! Affairs, 
1948), pp. 34-35. 

E. Korovin, Mezhdunarodtioye Pravo 
Perekhodnovo Vremeni (Mo.scow, 1924), p. 
63, 
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Soviet diplomacy gradually accom¬ 
modated itself to existing international 
practice through the extralegal ex¬ 
change of supplementary protocols 
granting informal recognition of rank 
so that Soviet diplomats might avoid 
forfeiting recognized privileges ac¬ 
corded to rank and seniority. By 1941, 
the discrepancy between the law and 
practice of Soviet diplomatic ranks had 
reached the point of absurdity, so on 
May 9, the Presidium issued a decree 
establishing three diplomatic categor¬ 
ies: (1) Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary; (2) Minister Ex¬ 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary; and 
(3) Charffe d’Affaires. This decree gave 
legal sanction to existing de facto dis¬ 
tinctions. Two years later, on May 28, 
1943, the Presidium decreed the estab¬ 
lishment of eleven grades in the diplo¬ 
matic service and thus brought Soviet 
diplomatic ranking into complete fo¬ 
cus with general diplomatic practice: 

(1) Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary; (2) Minister Extra¬ 
ordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
First Class; (3) Minister Extraordi¬ 
nary and Plenipotentiary of the Sec¬ 
ond Class; (4) Counselor, First Class; 
(5) Counselor, Second Class; (6) 
First Secretary, First Class; (7) First 
Secretary, Second Class; (8) Second 
Secretary, First Class; (9) Second Sec¬ 
retary, Second Class; (10) Third Sec¬ 
retary; and (11) Attache.®® 

Until Stalin’s death, one of the chief 
peculiarities of the Soviet diplomatic 
service was the relative permanence of 
the Foreign Minister as contrasted with 
the turnover of all ranks below. This 
is almost precisely the reverse of the 
situation found in other countries 
where kaleidoscopic changes occur at 
the ministerial level in contrast to the 
relative permanence of the diplomatic 

®*C/. Istoriya Diplomatii, III, 778-780. 
Date of the decree is mistakenly given as 
June 14, 1943, in this work. 


bureaucracy as a whole. This frequent 
turnover of personnel has arrested 
more than once the orderly develop¬ 
ment of a career diplomatic service, if 
that is desirable, or even possible, in 
a one-party state. While scores of 
ambassadors and high Foreign Minis¬ 
try officials have been arrested or exe¬ 
cuted on charges of treason, not a 
single Foreign Minister (Trotsky ex¬ 
cepted) has ever been liquidated or 
charged with high trea.son. Ministers 
appointed to other departments have 
not been so lucky. The disgrace suf¬ 
fered by Molotov and Shepilov recently 
while the career service survived virtu¬ 
ally unscathed indicates the possible 
existence of a career service that scru¬ 
pulously avoids involvement in power 
intrigues and thus may gain immunity 
from the effects of factional rivalry. 

Although it appears that a profes¬ 
sional diplomatic service has been as¬ 
suming shape during the past decade 
and a half, it is still fundamentally 
distinguishable from what is generally 
understood to be a career service. In 
Western countries, career officials are 
insulated from political partisanship 
(except under unusual circumstances) 
and manage to survive the changing 
fortunes of political parties or move¬ 
ments, serving as impersonal instru¬ 
ments of the party that happens to 
exercise political power. This was true 
even of Fascist totalitarian states. In 
contrast, since the Communist Party 
has a permanent monopoly on political 
power, all Soviet diplomats must be 
members of the Communist Party, and 
senior officials of the Ministry fre¬ 
quently are members of Party organs 
corresponding to their diplomatic im¬ 
portance. 

As a rule, career Soviet diplomats 
do not rank very high in the Party 
hierarchy. The foreign minister is at 
least a full member of the Central 
Committee and frequently a member 
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or alternate member of the Presidium. 
First deputies are normally full mem¬ 
bers of the Central Committee, while 
career diplomats rarely achieve higher 
status than candidate membership in 
the Central Committee. Foreign Min¬ 
ister Gromyko is the only career offi¬ 
cial with full membership in the Cen¬ 
tral Committee; only three other career 
officials (G. N. Zarubin, V. A. Zorin, 
and Y. A. Malik) were elected candi¬ 
date members in 1956. 

Since Stalin’s death, the Soviet diplo¬ 
matic service has been subjected to a 
unique infusion of new personnel. 
Alongside members of the career serv¬ 
ice, who serve as diplomatic techni¬ 
cians, there now exist numerous high- 
ranking Ministry officials and diplomats 
who arc primarily State administrators 
and Party functionaries who appear to 
correspond to the political appointee 
in the American diplomatic hierarchy. 
The transfer of high Party officials and 
State administrators into the diplomatic 
service has gone through four distinct 
phases since Stalin's death, correspond¬ 
ing to the principal milestones in the 
struggle for power after 1953. Each 
time a major change in the power 
equilibrium took place in the Presid¬ 
ium, Party officials were shifted to 
diplomatic work. Consequently, the 
most obvious trend is that the Foreign 
Ministry is once again being used as 
a convenient post of exile from the 
centers of political power for Party 
bureaucrats wounded in the power 
struggles. A second trend is the assign¬ 
ment of career Party bureaucrats—not 
all of them in disgrace—to Communist 
capitals, which has resulted in the for¬ 
mation of a distinct parallel diplomatic 
pattern which serves to combine both 
Party and State relations in the Com¬ 
munist orbit. A third trend is that a 
Ministry long under the control of 
Molotov and exposed to the tempta¬ 
tions of the outside world is being 


placed under quasi-surveillance and 
provided with Party ballast. 

Since 1953, not counting Molotov 
and the late A. Y. Vyshinsky, no less 
than six full members and live alternate 
members of the Party Presidium elected 
in 1952 have been shifted to the diplo¬ 
matic service, most of whom are still 
there. Many of these new Party diplo¬ 
mats enjoy higher Party rank than their 
technical superior. Foreign Minister 
Gromyko, and they constitute a dis¬ 
tinct cluster of Party luminaries who 
outshine any combination of career 
diplomats. 'I'hc year 1958 represented 
the high-water mark of Party infusion 
into the Foreign Ministry, when Gro¬ 
myko’s two I'irst Deputy Ministers and 
at least six of his ambassadors appeared 
to outrank him in the Party galaxy, 
although in most cases their stars were 
in decline. Five of these new diplomats 
were admitted to the Party Central 
Committee in 1939. the same year in 
which Gromyko entered the diplomatic 
service as a junior official. In 1958, 
Gromyko’s non-career subordinates 
included, aside from Molotov, eight 
former Presidium members, two for¬ 
mer deputy premiers, several ex-Min- 
isters, and a number of former First 
Secretaries of Republican and local 
Party organizations. 1'he non-career 
diplomats accounted for a total of nine 
full members of the Central Committee 
in contrast to only one for the career 
diplomats (Gromyko himself, who was 
elected in 1956 after four years as an 
alternate), and five alternate members 
as opposed to only three for the pro¬ 
fessional diplomats (Malik, Zorin, and 
Zarubin). Two other non-career diplo¬ 
mats had recently been demoted from 
membership in the Central Committee. 

Since 1958 some of the Party offi¬ 
cials have worked themselves back 
into the Party Apparatus, others have 
died, and some have been appointed 
to quasi-diplomatic ministerial posi- 
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tions. None have fully recovered their 
former Party eminence, while addi¬ 
tional Party and Government officials 
have been shifted to diplomatic careers. 
The decentralization of the economic 
establishment in 1957-1958 left many 
powerful economic administrators with¬ 
out positions of prestige and some were 
moved into the diplomatic service. The 
most recent and important shift from 
the Party to diplomacy was the ap¬ 
pointment of A. A. Aristov as Ambas¬ 
sador to Poland in February 1961, 
while he was still formally a member 
of the Party Presidium, Secretariat and 
Party Bureau for the Russian Republic. 
Since he replaced a low-ranking func¬ 
tionary in the Warsaw post, this repre¬ 
sents a considerable demotion in power 
and prestige. A partial list of career 
Party apparatchiki re-assigned to the 
Foreign Ministry follows: 

V. V. Kuznetsov, First Deputy Foreign 
Minister: Full member of the Central 
Committee, former full member of 
Presidium, 1952-1953, and long-time 
Chairman of the Central Council of 
Trade Unions; Ambassador to China, 
1953. 

N. S. Patolichev, First Deputy Foreign 
Minister (1956-1958): Alternate and full 
member of the Central Committee since 
1939; former First Secretary of the 
Byelorussian Party; ex-alternate member 
of the Presidium, 1952-1953; appointed 
Minister of Foreign Trade, 1958. 

P, K. Ponomarenko, Ambassador to 
the Netherlands: Full member of the 
Central Committee since 1939; full mem¬ 
ber of Presidium, 1952-1953; alternate 
member, 1953-1954; former overlord of 
Soviet cultural affairs; former First Secre¬ 
tary of Byelorussian and Kazakhstan 
Parties; former Ambassador to Poland, 
1955-1957; Ambassador to India, 1957- 
1959. 

P. F. Yudin, Ambassador to China 
(1952-1959): Full member of the Central 


Committee, alternate member. Presidium, 
1952-1953; former director of the 
Cominform and prominent Party ideolo¬ 
gist; replaced in Peking in laic 1959 by 
low-ranking Party functionary. 

N. M. Pegow Ambassador to Iran: 
Full member of the Central Committee 
since 1939; alternate member of Stalin's 
expanded Presidium; former Secretary of 
the Party Central Committee and Secre¬ 
tary of the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet just prior to his appointment to 
Teheran. 

7. F, Tevosyan, Ambassador to Japan 
(1957-1958): Full member of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee since 1939; former 
alternate member of Stalin’s expanded 
Presidium; Deputy Premier in charge of 
metallurgical industries under Malenkov 
and Bulganin up to the time of his diplo¬ 
matic appointment. Died in 1958. 

N. A. Mikhailov, Ambassador to 
Indonesia: Full member of the Central 
Committee since 1939; full member. 
Party Presidium, 1952-1953; Ambassador 
to Poland, 1954. Left diplomatic service 
for succession of Party and State posts, 
the most recent being Minister of Culture. 
Returned to diplomacy in 1960. 

A, A, Aristov, Ambassador to Poland: 
Full member of the Central Committee; 
elected to Presidium and Secretariat, 
1952; dropped after Stalin’s death, re¬ 
appointed to Secretariat in 1955, to 
Presidium in 1957. Known Khrushchev 
supporter and trouble-shooter; member of 
Party Bureau for R.S.F.S.R. Shifted to 
diplomacy, February 1961. 

M. G. Pervukhin, Ambassador to the 
German Democratic Republic: Full mem¬ 
ber of the Central Committee since 1939; 
full member. Presidium, 1952-1957; 
alternate, since 1957; former First Deputy 
Chairman, Council of Ministers and 
holder of other powerful economic 
Ministries. Exiled to diplomatic service 
for his part in the anti-Khrushchev plot 
of 1957. 

A. Af. Puzanov, Ambassador to North 
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Korea: Ex-full member of the Central 
Committee, now candidate member; 
former Premier of the Russian Republic, 
then Deputy Premier of the Russian Re¬ 
public, and former alternate member of 
Stalin’s expanded Presidium. 

L. G. Melnikov, Amhassador to 
Rumania (1953): Full member. Presid¬ 
ium, 1952-53; reduced to alternate rank 
after Stalin's death and dropped soon 
after. Former First Secretary of > 'krainian 
Party. Left diplomalic service if 1954 to 
occvipy series of low-ranking govern¬ 
ment positions: elected alternate member 
of Central Committee in 1956. 

The channels of Soviet diplomacy. 
It is general practice for Soviet envoys 
to report to the Ministry through rou¬ 
tine bureaucratic channels, that is, 
through the appropriate geographical 
divisions in the Ministry, but ambassa¬ 
dors in important po.sts frequently re¬ 
port directly to the Foreign Minister. 
Reports of an exceptionally important 
character arc also sent directly to the 
Foreign Minister or his First Deputies, 
rather than through normal channels. 
The close supervision of the diplomatic 
service by the Party center cannot be 
overemphasized; and diplomatic chan¬ 
nels remain deliberately flexible. 

Not all Soviet representatives abroad 
report to the Foreign Ministry. Envoys 
to Communist states, particularly those 
holding high Party rank, probably re¬ 
port to the Central Committee or the 
Presidium, except for reports of essen¬ 
tially protocol or legalistic significance, 
which arc funnelled through normal 
channels. The jurisdiction of the For¬ 
eign Ministry over envoys to Commu¬ 
nist countries appears marginal at best. 

Although the Ambassador, as the 
chief legal representative of the Soviet 
Union in foreign countries, is charged 
with general supervision over the ac¬ 
tivities of Soviet representatives and 
missions abroad to ensure that they 


arc in accord with the general policy 
of the government, this responsibility 
is often of little more than formal or 
legal significance. According to de¬ 
fectors like Igor Gouzenko and Vladi¬ 
mir Petrov, Soviet missions abroad are 
organized into five separate divisions, 
each with separate and independent 
channels of communication: (1) the 
Ambassador and his staff, reporting 
directly to the Ministry of Foreign Af¬ 
fairs; (2) the Commercial Counsellor, 
reporting to the Ministry of Foreign 
Trade; (3) the Secret Police repre¬ 
sentative, disguised as a minor diplo¬ 
mat, reporting directly to the foreign 
section of the Security Ministry (now 
Committee); (4) the Attaches, report¬ 
ing directly to the Director of Military 
Intelligence in Moscow; (5) the Party 
representative, also disguised as a 
minor diplomatic functionary, commu¬ 
nicating directly with the foreign sec¬ 
tion of the Central Committee of the 
Party. 

All of these representatives, with the 
exception of the Ambassador and the 
embassy staff proper, may be actively 
engaged in the overt or clandestine 
collection of intelligence information. 
In order to comply with the letter of 
their agreements with foreign countries, 
the Ambassador is scrupulously insu¬ 
lated from all knowledge of illegal 
espionage activities organized by the 
other sections, and although the For¬ 
eign Ministry Statute gives him the 
power to determine whether their ac¬ 
tivities arc in accordance with govern¬ 
ment policy, in practice the Ambassa¬ 
dor rarely sees the reports dispatched 
by the other sections through their re¬ 
spective channels. 

In addition to espionage and intelli¬ 
gence activities, the Secret Police and 
Party sections maintain general sur¬ 
veillance over the other members of 
the mission and over each other. If the 
accounts of high-ranking defectors 
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from the diplomatic and police service 
are accurate, Soviet missions abroad 
arc often centers of intrigue, personal 
vendettas, and institutional rivalries 
and jealousies. 

Information coming through various 
channels is screened, coordinated, and 
evaluated by a special agency of the 
Central Committee, which then sub¬ 
mits its reports to the Presidium to be 
used as a factor in the formulation of 
foreign policy and in the making of 
decisions. 

As instruments, rather than makers 
of policy, professional Soviet diplomats 
play a minor role in the formulation 
of foreign policy decisions. Their work 
is essentially technical and legalistic; 
the content of their reports is con¬ 
cerned primarily, if not exclusively, 
with observations and suggestions for 
more effective implementation of ex¬ 
isting policy. Their area of initiative 
is carefully circumscribed and discour¬ 
aged, and often they are themselves 
ignorant about the exact intentions of 
their superiors in the Kremlin. Their 
reports constitute but a minute fraction 
of the information upon which the Pre¬ 
sidium takes action, and final disposi¬ 
tion of all information from routine 
diplomatic channels and intelligence 
sources is made by the Presidium as it 
secs fit. As Merle Fainsod points out, 
accurate evaluation of information in 
the Soviet Union is often frustrated by 
special hazards: 

But the mountains of material have to 
be reduced to manageable proportions 
before they are brought to the attention 
of the leadership. What the rulers read 
reflects the selection and emphasis of an 
editorial staff which may be guided by 
its own preconditioning as well as its 
sensitivity to the anticipated reactions of 
its readers. The tendency to embrace 
data that confirm established predilec¬ 
tions while rejecting the unpalatable facts 


that offend one’s preconceptions is a 
weakness . . . |to] which . . . totalitar¬ 
ian societies appear to be particularly 
susceptible. . . . Every dictatorship has 
a tendency to breed sycophancy and dis¬ 
courage independence in its bureau¬ 
cratic hierarchy. When the pronounce¬ 
ments of the dictator are sacred and un¬ 
challengeable, the words which sub¬ 
ordinates must throw back at him tend 
to flatter his whims rather than challenge 
his analyses. . . . The ideological screen 
through which facts are received, filtered, 
and appraised constitutes an additional 
possibility of misrepresentation. . . . Not 
even the most pragmatically oriented 
member of the ruling group can wholly 
liberate himself from the frame of re¬ 
sponses that represent the residue of a 
lifetime in Communist thought pat¬ 
terns.*’’^ 

Khrushchev’s explanation of why 
Stalin ignored repeated warnings from 
Churchill and from his own efficient 
espionage networks that the Nazis were 
planning to attack the Soviet Union 
appears to confirm Fainsod’s percep¬ 
tive appraisal when he revealed that 
“information of this sort concerning 
the threat of German armed invasion 
of Soviet territory was coming in also 
from our own military and diplomatic 
sources . . . [but] because the leader¬ 
ship was conditioned against such in¬ 
formation, such data were dispatched 
with fear and assessed with reserva¬ 
tion.” 

THE PARTICIPATION OF FOREIGN 
COMMUNIST PARTIES IN SOVIET 
FOREIGN POLICY DECISIONS 

As rulers of the first country in which 
a Marxist revolutionary party had been 
elevated to power, the Bolsheviks early 
had to define their relationship with 

Fainsod, op. cit., p. 283. 
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kindred Marxist parties engaged in 
revolutionary activity in other coun¬ 
tries. 

Although the international Commu¬ 
nist movement has been institutional¬ 
ized only in two organizations, the 
Comintern and the Cominform, Mos¬ 
cow’s relations with foreign Commu¬ 
nist parties falls into three distinct, but 
closely interrelated, periods: (1) The 
Leninist period (1919-1928'); (2) the 
Stalinist period (1928-1953), and (3) 
the post-Stalinist period (1953- ). 

These distinctions arc purely arbitrary, 
based neither on the programmatic nor 
the institutional metamorphosis of the 
world Communist movement, but ex¬ 
clusively on the degree to which foreign 
Communist parties participated in the 
formulation of decisions concerning 
revolutionary strategy or Soviet foreign 
policy. 

The Leninist period: partners 
in world revolution 

The Comintern, founded by Lenin in 
1919, was invested with two basic and 
interdependent functions: (1) to co¬ 
ordinate the strategy and direction of 
the world revolutionary movement, 
and (2) to defend the Soviet state 
against counterrevolution and foreign 
capitalist intervention. These two pur¬ 
poses in turn rested upon two funda¬ 
mental assumptions concerning the 
world revolutionary movement: (1) 
the Russian Revolution was merely the 
first phase of a general revolution, and 
had neither a justification nor a pur- 
po.se independent of it; (2) the revolu¬ 
tion in Western Europe, particularly 
in Germany, was imminent. 

The entire history of the relation¬ 
ship between Moscow and foreign 
Communist parties has been deter¬ 
mined by the two essentially contra¬ 
dictory purposes of world revolution 
and the defense of the Soviet Union. 


The latter purpose in turn has rested 
upon the shifting assumptions concern¬ 
ing the fortune and direction of the 
revolutionary movement outside Rus¬ 
sia. 

When Lenin convened the first Con¬ 
gress of the Comintern in 1919, neither 
the concept of a world “Communist” 
movement, nor of foreign “Commu¬ 
nist” parties, existed. Under Bolshevik 
sponsorship, radical or left-wing fac¬ 
tions of the Social Democratic parties 
splintered off to form separate Com¬ 
munist parties affiliated with the new 
Third International. At the 2nd Con¬ 
gress in 1920, Statutes were drawn up 
defining “The Communist International 
fasj ... a universal Communist parly 
of which the parlies operating in each 
country [including Russia) form indi¬ 
vidual sections,” whose aim was “the 
establishment of . . . the international 
Soviet Republic.” 

Although the Russian was the only 
ruling Party—except for the Hungarian 
during a brief period—and although a 
Russian, Grigori Zinoviev, was in¬ 
stalled as president, the Soviet Party 
was not invested with a privileged and 
dominant status in the organization, 
but, like all other Parties, was subordi¬ 
nate to the decisions of the World 
Congress and its Executive Committee. 
The more imminent the revolution in 
Germany appeared, the more precari¬ 
ous was the “leading” role of the Rus¬ 
sian Party. The facts, however, that it 
was the only Soviet state in the world 
and that the headquarters of the Com¬ 
intern could be established only in 
Moscow made it inevitable that, as the 
prospects of the revolution faded, the 
position of the Soviet Party would 
correspondingly be enhanced. 

Disagreements between Bolshevik 
leaders and foreign Communist parties, 

W. H. Chamberlin, ed.. Blueprint for 
World Conquest (Chicago: Human Events, 
Inc., 1946), p. 36. 
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particularly the German, were fre¬ 
quent. Revolutionary doctrine and 
strategy and the role of Soviet diplo¬ 
macy were discussed in the World Con¬ 
gress and in the meetings of its Ex¬ 
ecutive Committee. The participation 
of foreign Communist parties was by 
no means a mere formality, and the 
Soviet state, which was conceived pri¬ 
marily as an instrument of the world 
revolution, frequently had to adjust its 
foreign policy to the views of for¬ 
eign Communist parties, over which 
it did not exercise full control. The 
failure of revolution to take hold in 
Hungary and Germany, and the suc¬ 
cess of the Bolshevik regime to sur¬ 
vive, forced a corresponding modifica¬ 
tion of the assumptions upon which the 
Comintern rested. The power struggle 
unleashed by Lenin’s death in 1924 
also found its reflection in the Comin¬ 
tern and within foreign Communist 
parties abroad. A re-examination of the 
previous estimates of the revolution 
in Germany, and the victory of Stalin’s 
policy of “Socialism in One Country” 
in opposition to Trotsky’s idea of 
“Permanent Revolution,” forced lead¬ 
ers in the Comintern and in foreign 
Communist parties to choose sides. As 
Stalin squeezed out his rivals at home, 
his supporters in the Comintern and 
in foreign Communist parties carried 
out corresponding purges in their or¬ 
ganizations. By 1930 Stalin had estab¬ 
lished his mastery over the Party Ap¬ 
paratus at home and this was im¬ 
mediately followed by a corresponding 
subjugation of the Comintern. 

The Stalinist period: instruments 
of Soviet diplomacy 

From 1928 to 1953 foreign Communist 
parties, even after they assumed power 
in their own countries, played little part 
in the formulation of Soviet foreign 


policy and were, on the contrary, com¬ 
pletely subservient to it as pliable and 
expendable instruments. 

The world Communist movement 
during the Stalinist period rested upon 
assumptions radically divergent from 
those upon which the Comintern was 
originally founded. These were: (1) 
the Soviet Union is the center and 
bulwark of the world revolution; (2) 
revolution independent of Moscow's 
support is impossible; and (3) the 
preservation of the Soviet as the in¬ 
dispensable base of the world revolu¬ 
tion is the most important objective of 
all Communists, who must owe un- 
deviating loyalty to Russia as the 
“proletarian fatherland.” These new as¬ 
sumptions were incorporated into the 
1928 Program of the Comintern, and 
the extension of world revolution be¬ 
came identified with the expansion of 
Soviet power; 

The U.S.S.R. inevitably becomes the 
base of the world revolutionary move¬ 
ment. ... In the U.S.S.R., the world 
proletariat for the first time acquires a 
country that is really its own. ... In 
the event of the imperialist declaring 
war upon and attacking the U.S.S.R., the 
international proletariat must retaliate by 
organizing bold and determined mass 
action and struggle for the overthrow of 
the imperialist governments.*'’” 

The basic philosophy justifiying this 
submission to Moscow’s control was 
euphemistically defined by Stalin him¬ 
self as “proletarian internationalism”: 

A revolutionary is he who without eva¬ 
sions, unconditionally openly and honestly 
... is ready to uphold and defend the 
U.S.S.R. . . . An internationalist is he 
who uneonditionally, without hesitation 
and without provisos is ready to defend 

6»/Wd., pp. 220-223. 
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the U.S.S.R. because the U.S.S.R. is the 
base of the world revolutionary move¬ 
ment, und to defend and advance this 
movement is impossible without defend¬ 
ing the U.S.S.R.«« 

Communist parties abroad were sub¬ 
ordinated as expendable instruments 
manipulated in the interests of the 
Soviet state. Orders transmitted through 
the Comintern were followed with un¬ 
questioning obedience, ever- it they 
invited self-destruction (China, Ger¬ 
many) or conflicted with the funda¬ 
mental interests of their own people 
(France). As Moscow changed its 
policies, foreign Communists followed 
suit, even if the new policies were 
diametrically opposed to the current 
line. The Kremlin functioned as a 
GHO of the world Communist move¬ 
ment, sacrificing a division or corps 
here and there in the interest of the 
movement as a whole. 

The dissolution of the Comintern in 
1943 did not materially alter the rela¬ 
tionship between Moscow and foreign 
parties, except, as noted by Andrei 
Zhdanov at the founding of the Comin- 
form in 1947, that “some comrades 
understood the dissolution of the 
Comintern to imply the elimination of 
all tics, of all contact, between the 
fraternal Communist Parties [which] 
... is wrong, harmful and . . . un¬ 
natural.” 

After World War II, when Com¬ 
munist parties were installed in power 
in the countries of Eastern Europe and 
the Soviet Union was deprived of its 
unique position as the only Communist 
state in the world, the theory of “pro¬ 
letarian internationalism” was trans¬ 
formed from a system justifying Mos- 

®'*J. V. Stalin, Sochineniya (Moscow, 
1949), Vol. X. p. 61. 

Strategy and Tactics of World Com¬ 
munism, p. 229. 


cow’s control of parties into a system 
justifying her control of entire coun¬ 
tries and subordinating their interests 
to those of Russia. Some satellite Com¬ 
munist leaders considered the Soviet 
theory of “proletarian internationalism” 
applicable only to parties in capitalist 
countries, otherwise it became a philo¬ 
sophical justification for Soviet colo¬ 
nialism. 

As satellite leaders betrayed signs 
of uneasiness and independence in their 
new role as government leaders with 
the interests of their own countries and 
peoples to consider, Stalin organized 
the Cominform, ostensibly as an organ 
of mutual consultation based on the 
equality and independence of its mem¬ 
bers, but in reality to solidify his con¬ 
trol over the satellites and to root out 
all tendencies towards independence. 
Unlike the Comintern, the new organi¬ 
zation was carefully restricted to only 
the seven Communist states of Eastern 
Europe (Albania was denied member¬ 
ship) and to the two largest parties in 
the West, the Italian and the French. 
The refusal of Tito and other satellite 
leaders to place the interests of Russia 
above those of their own Communist 
countries and to act as Moscow’s sub¬ 
servient agents of plunder and exploita¬ 
tion of their own people led to the 
expulsion of Yugoslavia from the 
Cominform and the wholesale slaughter 
of satellite leaders who showed signs 
of independence. “Loyalty to the Soviet 
Union,” ran the Moscow line, “is the 
touchstone and criterion of proletarian 
internationalism.” This was echoed 
by satellite Communists and by Com¬ 
munist leaders in capitalist countries, 
who agreed with Dimitrov that “pro¬ 
letarian internationalism . . . means 
complete coordination of the activities 
of Communist Parties and of the lead- 

®2for a Lasting Peace, For a People's 
Democracy, June 30, 1950. 
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ing role of the Bolshevik [i.c. Soviet] 
Party.” 

In rebuttal, Yugoslav leaders com¬ 
plained: 

The leaders of the U.S.S.R. consider 
that Yugoslavia as a state should be sub¬ 
ordinated . . . and its entire develop¬ 
ment in a general way should be made 
dependent upon the U.S.S.R. At the same 
time, they have forced other socialist 
slates to act in a similar manner. . . . 
The political relations . . . are also 
based upon ... the need to maintain 
in the various socialist countries the kind 
of regimes that W'ill always be prepared 
to agree ... to accept such unequal 
status and exploitation of their country. 
Thus—subservient and vassal govern¬ 
ments and vassal states are actually being 
formed.®"* 

The posf-Sfalinist period: 
developing polycentrism 

Stalin’s insistence that the Communist 
parties in Eastern Europe and in the 
Far East continue their subservience to 
Russia’s interests introduced serious 
strains in the Communist orbit, of 
which Tito’s defection was merely the 
most obvious manifestation. Moscow 
continued to interfere crudely in the 
internal development of the satellite 
states, while disclaiming interference; 
it plundered their economies and called 
it disinterested aid; and it rigidly 
dictated their “progress” to socialism, 
while paying lip-service to national 
peculiarities. On all these matters, 
satellite leaders were not consulted be¬ 
fore decisions were taken in the 
Kremlin, but were simply commanded 

83 0. Dimitrov, Report to the 5th Con¬ 
gress of the Bulgarian Communist Party 
(Sofia, 1948), p. 55. 

84 Milovan Djilas, Lenin on Relations be¬ 
tween Socialist States (New York, 1949), 
pp. 16, 31. 


to carry them out as efficiently as possi¬ 
ble. 

Whereas the small Communist states 
of Eastern Europe were at the mercy 
of Soviet power, the attempt to dictate 
to Peking involved considerable resist¬ 
ance. Satellite leaders elsewhere were 
slaughtered by the score, but no 
Stalinist purges took place in the 
Chinese Party. One measure of Stalin's 
patent contempt for Chinese interests 
or national sensitivities was his refusal 
to relinquish the Soviet stranglehold on 
Manchuria, dissolve “joint stock com¬ 
panies,” or surrender the special ex¬ 
traterritorial interests in Port Arthur 
and Darien, although this refusal was 
clearly resented by the Chinese. Ac¬ 
cording to Walter Ulbricht, Stalin’s 
brazen attempts to treat China like an 
ordinary satellite almost forced Mao to 
desert the Soviet camp. Another clue 
to the deteriorated state of relations be¬ 
tween Mo.scow and Peking during 
Stalin's lifetime was the enigmatic 
statement in the joint Si no-Soviet com¬ 
munique of January 19, 1957, that 
“since the conclusion of the Treaty of 
Friendship, Alliance and Mutual As¬ 
sistance between the U.S.S.R. and 
China in 1950, the relations between 
the two countries have greatly de¬ 
veloped. The events of the past few 
years demonstrate that the great alli¬ 
ance of the Soviet Union and China [is] 

. . . unbreakable.” 

Stalin’s successors were almost im¬ 
mediately confronted with the vexing 
problem of trying to perpetuate his 
system of vassalage or of modifying it. 
"This re-examination unleashed a “great 
debate” within the Kremlin which di¬ 
vided the Soviet leadership into one fac¬ 
tion insisting that the old system be 
retained with minor adjustments and 
another advocating a “liberalization” 
that bordered upon revolutionizing the 

8® Full text in The New York Times, 
January 19, 1957. 
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entire relationship between Moscow 
and her allies. While Malenkov was 
Premier no radical departures from 
Stalin’s satellite policies could be de¬ 
tected, but in retrospect it appears that 
the faction headed by Khrushchev and 
Bulganin was pressing for a complete 
rupture with the past. Its program in¬ 
cluded: (1) elimination of the danger¬ 
ously developing schism with Peking; 
(2) rapprochement with Maisnal 'I'ito; 

halting the outrageous eco nomic 
exploitation of the satellites, and (4) 
permitting the gradual evolution of 
partial political autonomy. These pro¬ 
posals presupposed not only a break 
with the past, but also an actual 
repudiation of Stalin’s policies, and 
consequently they were strongly re¬ 
sisted by Moloto' and others as dan¬ 
gerous to the unity of the Communist 
movement. 

The defeat of the Malcnkov-Molotov 
policy was clearly apparent by July 
1954. Neither Premier Malenkov nor 
Foreign Minister Molotov accom¬ 
panied the Khrushchcv-Bulganin mis¬ 
sion to Peking in the autumn of 1954, 
whose purpose was to assuage Peking’s 
resentments and inaugurate a new era 
in the relations between the two coun¬ 
tries. The Soviet grip on Manchuria 
was relinquished, the joint .stock com¬ 
panies liquidated, and full Chinese 
sovereignty restored over Darien and 
Port Arthur. Furthermore, Mao was 
apprised in advance of the impending 
changes in policy and government to be 
announced in February. 

The most spectacular gesture of the 
Bulganin government was the decision 
to apologize to Marshal Tito, retract 
the accusations of treason and heresy, 
and make proper reparations for 
damages. As his price for a reconcilia¬ 
tion Tito demanded, and apparently was 
granted, a consultative voice in the mak¬ 
ing of Soviet policy, which at one time 
virtually bordered on a veto privilege 


in affairs affecting Eastern Europe. At 
Tito’s insistence, the following meas¬ 
ures were taken: (1) Stalin’s satellite 
policies were openly condemned and 
repudiated; (2) Stalin’s victims in 
Eastern Europe, like Rajk in Hungary 
and Koslov in Bulgaria, were post¬ 
humously rehabilitated, their trials 
pronounced a fraud, and Tito absolved 
of all implications of subversion and 
deviation; (3) “National Deviationists’’ 
or “Titoists” still alive, like Gomulka 
in Poland and Kadar in Hungary, were 
released from prison and restored to 
high rank in the Party; (4) satellite 
“Stalinists” were in turn dethroned and 
replaced with personalities more ac¬ 
ceptable to Tito; (5) the Cominform 
was liquidated; (6) Molotov was 
ousted as foreign minister because he 
was persona non grata to Tito; and 
(7) Moscow accepted the \ugoslav 
theory “that the roads and conditions 
of socialist development arc different 
in different countries . . . that any 
tendency of imposing one’s views in 
determining the roads and forms of 
socialist development is alien.” Never 
before had a foreign Communist 
leader—and a heretic at that—exer¬ 
cised such a decisive role in the de¬ 
liberations of the Kremlin. 

The policy of dc-Stalinization not 
only evoked resistance from the oppos¬ 
ing faction in the Presidium but intro¬ 
duced new pressures upon its delibera¬ 
tions from other Communist parties 
who disapproved of the capitulation to 
Tito. The decision to denounce Stalin 
and Stalinism at the 20th Congress 
carried the day in the Kremlin; and 
aside from Mao Tse-tung and Marshal 
Tito, it is unlikely that other Com¬ 
munist leaders were consulted in ad¬ 
vance. However, satellite leaders who 
had a vested interest in the Stalinist 
policies resisted the rupture, but the 

®® The New York Times, June 21, 1956. 
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pressures exerted by Tito upon the 
Khrushchev faction were sufficient to 
force many of them out of office. Re¬ 
actions to the “de-Stalinization” pro¬ 
gram in Eastern Europe were far from 
uniform, and it was not entirely clear 
how far Moscow itself was ready to 
go. In Poland, Gomulka was cata¬ 
pulted to power; and in Hungary a 
national revolution threatened to sweep 
out the entire Communist system. 

While Soviet troops succeeded in the 
resubjugation of Hungary, the “palace 
revolution” in Warsaw introduced an¬ 
other important and autonomous pres¬ 
sure upon the Soviet decision-makers— 
a quasi-independent Communist state 
of Poland which successfully defied 
Kremlin threats, purged Stalinists from 
high positions, and demanded and re¬ 
ceived a veto on the movement of 
Soviet troops in Poland. The Polish 
revolution was hailed in Peking and 
Belgrade, but it was generally con¬ 
demned by the other satellite leaders. 

Soviet intervention in Hungary also 
evoked divergent reactions in various 
Communist parties. Warsaw, Peking, 
and other influential centers privately 
were disturbed by the ferocity and 
brutality of the Soviet move, while 
Tito openly condemned the Soviet ex¬ 
planation of the revolution and de¬ 
plored the use of troops. In his famous 
“Pula” speech,**'^ Tito revealed the 
existence of “Stalinist” and “anti- 
Stalinist” factions in the Soviet hier¬ 
archy and in the Communist movement 
as a whole, and Yugoslavia was once 
again removed to the periphery of re¬ 
spectable communism. The situation 
over Hungary was so serious that Mos¬ 
cow asked Peking for support. A state¬ 
ment was issued condoning the 
Hungarian repression and repudiating 
the Yugoslav criticisms; Chou En-lai 

Full text of Tito’s speech reprinted in 
VS. News and World Report, November 
30, 1956. 


was dispatched on a fence-mending 
tour through Budapest, Warsaw, and 
Moscow. This clearly gave Peking a 
voice nearly equal to that of Moscow 
in the Communist orbit, while that of 
Marshal Tito appeared to dwindle. 

Since Moscow’s flirtation with Tito, 
the entire equilibrium of power in 
the Communist world has undergone 
fundamental redistribution. Moscow 
has been compelled to relinquish its 
dictatorial control over those Com¬ 
munist states having a power position 
sufficient to establish partial inde¬ 
pendence, but the pressure of events 
has forced her to yield more than she 
anticipated and less than enough to 
satisfy Tito. Indications are that the 
Kremlin, supported by Peking, decided 
to arrest further decentralization, con¬ 
vinced that any further concessions 
to Tito would unleash irreversible cen¬ 
trifugal forces that would disintegrate 
the Communist orbit. 

Instead of a single dominant center 
of world Communism, there exist now 
two principal centers—Moscow and 
Peking—with one subsidiary center, 
Warsaw, and a peripheral one, Bel¬ 
grade. The current aim of Moscow is 
to win for itself universal Communist 
recognition as primus inter pares in the 
Communist world as distinguished from 
its former autocratic position. Yugo¬ 
slavia refuses to accord this recogni¬ 
tion and will acknowledge only the 
chronological pre-eminence of the 
Soviet revolution. On the other hand, 
all other Communist parties, including 
the Chinese and the wavering Poles, 
have accepted the Soviet Union as the 
leading center of world Communism. 
The significant fact is, however, that 
Moscow must literally beg for this rec¬ 
ognition and it no longer has the 
power to make decisions affecting other 
parties without consulting them in ad¬ 
vance; thus it must share the power of 
decision. The split in the Kremlin was 
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reflected throughout the entire Com¬ 
munist world, producing diverse pres¬ 
sures upon its deliberations which it 
can no longer conveniently ignore. 

The basic statement governing 
Russia’s new relationship with other 
Communist parties was the statement 
of October 30, 1956, issued during the 
Hungarian uprising. Admitting that 
“downright mistakes which infringed 
the principle of equality in relations be¬ 
tween Socialist States" had takcti place 
in the past, the statement pledged that 
“the Soviet Government is ready to 
discuss, together with the governments 
of other Socialist States, measures 
... to remove the possibilities of 
violating the principle of national 
sovereignty and . . . equality.” In 
place of Stalin’s monolithic hegemony, 
the new Soviet policy would subscribe 
a “Great Commonwealth of Socialist 
Nations” based on “the principles of 
proletarian internationalism.”'‘® 

Although the Soviet statement serves 
as the basic document, a statement of 
the Chinese Communist Party has been 
accorded the dignity of an authoritative 
interpretation of the new policy; 

Communist parties of all countries 
must be united, but at the same time 
must maintain their independence. . . . 
Solidarity among Communist parties 
... is strengthened when . . . they at¬ 
tain unanimity of views and action by 
means of real, and not formal, consulta¬ 
tion. On the other hand, if in their 
mutual relations they forcibly impose 
their views on one another . . . then 
their solidarity will be harmed. . . . 
Stalin in his relations with fraternal parties 
. . . demonstrated a certain tendency 
toward great power chauvinism. ... He 
sometimes interfered incorrectly in the 
internal affairs of . . . fraternal parties, 

fispull text in The New York Times, 
October 31. 1956. 


an interference that resulted in serious 
con.sequences. ... It is also necessary 
to overcome nationalist tendencies in the 
smaller countries Titoism]. . . . For 
the sake of interests ... of the pro¬ 
letariat of different countries ... we 
must continue to strengthen the .solidarity 
of the international proletariat with the 
center in the Soviet Union.'®*' 

The discontinuation of the Coinin- 
form and the relaxation of the Stalinist 
system of controls raised the question 
of the future organizational forms of 
consultation and coordinated action. 
Moscow agreed that the institutional 
forms of consultation were not prede¬ 
termined, but she frantically called 
them a matter of immediate urgency: 

The establishment of businesslike con¬ 
tacts between Communist, Socialist, and 
Workers’ Parties in order to eliminate 
the split in the international labor move¬ 
ment has become one of the most urgent 
problems of our time. . . . The forms 
and ties among Marxist parties are not 
predetermined and immutable. They arise 
from the requirements of the Communist 
movement at each stage . . . and are 
determined by the parties themselves in 
the interest of victory of the common 
cause and not of course to satisfy some¬ 
one’s whim.''" 

These new relationships have not 
yet crystallized into a new supra¬ 
national Communist organ of con¬ 
sultation, since the very nature of these 
consultative organs and practices re¬ 
mains a matter of serious dispute. The 
Soviet Union favors the recreation of a 
multinational organization, similar to 
the Cominform in its structural out¬ 
lines, but to be based on the principles 

®® Pravda, December 31, 1956. 

■'"Mikoyan’s speech to the 8th Congress 
of the Chinese Communi.st Party, Pravda, 
September 18, 1956. 
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of equality, full discussion, “proletarian 
internationalism,” and unity of action. 
An alternative pattern of multilateral 
consultation reportedly suggested by 
Moscow was the exchange of per¬ 
manent Party representatives. Both 
suggestions were frowned upon by 
Peking, Warsaw, and the Italian Com¬ 
munist Party, while Belgrade was not 
consulted. 

The principal resistance to a new 
Cominform comes from Yugoslavia, 
although both Poland and China also 
oppose a revival of the organization in 
any form, which they fear may once 
again be employed by Moscow as an 
instrument of centralization and domi¬ 
nation, since the Soviet Union can still 
muster the allegiance of more than a 
majority of the Communist parties in 
Europe. Opposed to the Soviet mul¬ 
tilateral approach was the Yugoslav- 
Polish view that consultation be pri¬ 
marily a bipartisan affair: 

Both parties recognized that the 
bilateral interparty relations in the present 
conditions constitute the most appropriate 
form of consultation between Communist 
and Workers’ Parties. This does not ex¬ 
clude, however, a broader cooperation 
of Communist and Workers’ Parties and 
progressive movements in connection 
with individual questions of common in- 
terest.'^i 

Pending the formation of definitive 
institutions and methods of consulta¬ 
tion, bilateralism and ad hoc mul¬ 
tilateralism have been the general rule. 
This has followed three patterns: (1) 
mutual exchange of Party delegations 
to Party conferences and congresses; 
(2) bilateral discussions throughout 
the Communist world, followed by the 
issuance of joint communiques, which 
have betrayed interesting deviations 

The New York Times, January 1,1957. 


from the crude uniformity of the past; 
(3) multiparty conferences, in the form 
of periodic gatherings of delegates from 
all Communist Parties and selective 
conferences restricted to Parties which 
exercise power in their respective 
states. The first of these post-Comin- 
form conferences was a rump meeting 
held in Budapest in January 1957, 
which was attended only by delegates 
from Moscow, Budapest, Sofia, Prague 
and Bucharest, while the one held in 
Moscow the following November was 
universally attended, in that it also 
attracted delegates from Belgrade. '1 he 
Yugoslav representatives, however, re¬ 
fused to accept the Declaration issued 
by the ruling Communist Parties, in 
which a common core of ideological 
principles and policy positions were 
hammered out after long and arduous 
negotiation. The purpose of the Decla¬ 
ration was to restore the unity among 
the various ruling Parties, which had 
been ruptured by the denunciation of 
Stalin and the events which followed, 
but it became impossible to reconcile 
the extreme positions of China and 
Yugoslavia, in spite of the wide latitude 
which the November Declaration af¬ 
forded for individual variation within a 
common program. 

The concessions made by Moscow, 
however, did earn the public support 
of Peking for the ideological innova¬ 
tions introduced at the 20th Party 
Congress and the denunciation of at 
least some aspects of Stalinism, but 
the Chinese could not accept positions 
which would be acceptable to Belgrade. 
Now that China supported the Soviet 
position, Warsaw had no alternative 
but to alter its heretical position and 
to support the Declaration. The main 
points at issue, which the Yugoslavs 
could not accept, were the questions of 
the leading role of the Soviet Union in 
the Communist World, the dogmatic 
insistence that all international ten- 
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sions were generated by Western Ini- 
perialism and that peace was possible 
only after the liquidation of capitalism, 
but that “peaceful co-cxistcnce” W( iild 
govern relations with the capi' bst 
world pending its final liquidation id 
finally that “revisionism” (i.e., .to- 
ism) constituted the chief thn i i to 
the unity of the Communist rV ,t. 
“Dogmatism” (i.e., Stalinism' as 
condemned as a lesser deviationarv evil 
and threat to Communist unity. 

The net result was the elimination 
of Yugoslavia as a factor in making 
decisions for the Communist orbit and 
the elevation of Peking to a position 
of rivalry with Moscow for power and 
influence in the Communist world. The 
November 1957 meeting signalled 
China’s independence in political and 
ideological matters from Moscow and 
underlined the voluntary character of 
her recognition of Soviet primacy, with 
the implication that she could with¬ 
draw this recognition at will. The 
auspicious inauguration of the People’s 
Communes in 1958 in China and the 
bitter attacks levelled against them by 
Soviet leaders betrayed a bold aticmpt 
on the part of China to leap over, not 
only the stage of capitalism, but also 
socialism as well, into the phase of 
communism, in a clumsy effort to claim 
primacy for the Chinese State as the 
most advanced society in the world. 

The 1957 Declaration also called 
for a new authoritative international 
journal of the Communist movement, 
presumably to replace the defunct 
paper issued by the Cominform, and a 
third multiparty conference held in 
Prague in March 1958, without benefit 
of the Yugoslavs, could only agree to 
issue a theoretical and informational 
monthly, the World Marxist Review, 
which has proven to be little more than 
a trivial journal of Communist scholas¬ 
tic opinion. 

Beginning in late 1958 and continu¬ 


ing into the sixties was the gradual 
polarization of Peking and Moscow as 
the two ideological and power centers 
in the Communist camp. Warsaw 
gradually and grudgingly gave up its 
quasi-hcretical position, while Belgrade 
remained isolated from the Communist 
world and drew closer to the Afro- 
Asian neutralist powers. A new Soviet 
policy began to emerge which sought to 
solidify Soviet control and influence 
over the Eastern European Com¬ 
munist States as a separate and dis¬ 
tinct process from maintaining the 
unity of the Communist orbit as a 
whole. This has led to the existence of 
a European Communist bloc, led by 
the Soviet Union, within the camp as 
a whole. Only Albania, whose special 
fear is Yugoslavia—the main focus of 
attack by Peking—remains outside the 
Soviet bloc, playing a strange game of 
pitting Peking against Moscow. China 
has not yet organized a comparable 
regional Communist bloc, but indica¬ 
tions are that Peking would like to 
organize such an intra-Communist 
regional grouping made up of the four 
Asian Communist states, China, North 
Korea, Mongolia and North Vietnam. 
Her geographical position v/.v a vis the 
smaller Asian countries, however, is 
not as decisive as the Soviet position 
with respect to Eastern Europe since 
three of the four Asian Communist 
countries border on the U.S.S.R. itself, 
and the fourth. North Vietnam, seems 
ready to play the Albanian game in 
reverse—using the Soviet Union as 
leverage against Chinese domination. 

In forging a common policy towards 
the non-Communist world, the intra¬ 
bloc rivalries play a conspicuous role. 
The Soviet Union and China appear to 
be significantly divided over important 
matters of ideology and policy suf- 
ficent to prevent the development of a 
common outlook. Peking has not fully 
accepted Khrushchev’s revision of the 
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Leninist-Stalinist formula on the in- 
inevitability of wars, for Chinese lead¬ 
ers continue to stress the inevitability 
of war with the Western Powers led by 
the United States. The formula of 
“peaceful co-existence” and the efforts 
to avoid the outbreak of nuclear war 
on the part of Moscow have been 
publicly criticized by Chinese spokes¬ 
men, while in the underdeveloped 
countries, China has taken Moscow to 
task for supporting local bourgeois- 
nationalist political movements and 
regimes at the expense of encourag¬ 
ing Communist revolutionary parties. 
These ideological and policy differ¬ 
ences could not be concealed by the 
superficial unity of the November 1960 
meeting of world Communist leaders. 
They reflect a basic conflict of na¬ 
tional interests between a maturing 
social and industrial order (the Soviet 
Union and the European satellites), 
which has a greater vested stake in 
avoiding the risks of nuclear war, and 
a pre-industrial revolutionary society 
which feels that its political and eco¬ 
nomic goals can be achieved only by 
destroying the vestiges of the old social 
and economic order. 

Irrespective of the detailed nature, 
causes, and underlying motivations of 
Sino-Soviet controversies or “dissimi¬ 
larities” as Chou En-lai has quaintly 
captioned them—ranging from tradi¬ 
tional historical and territorial ques¬ 
tions to fundamental differences be¬ 
tween the basically European character 
and culture of Moscow and the ori¬ 
entalism of China that transcend ideo¬ 
logical matters—the significant point 
in that the world Communist move¬ 
ment has been divested of its single 
directing center and threatens to frag¬ 
ment into several centers. While this 
need not lead to immediate conflict, 
it does result in a lower level of 
ideological consensus. Red China is 
still not sufficiently powerful to chal¬ 


lenge the Soviet Union for absolute 
leadership in the Communist orbit, nor 
is she prepared to conduct an inde¬ 
pendent foreign policy. Although still 
dependent upon the Soviet Union for 
military weapons and assistance, she 
is not so dependent that she becomes 
a pawn of Soviet foreign policy. 'I'crri- 
torial claims against India, aid to 
Algerian rebels, and bellicose threats 
in the Formosa Straits are examples 
of Red China’s independence from 
absolute Soviet control. 

Regardless of what institutional 
forms arc adopted for interparty co¬ 
operation, the Kremlin has abdicated 
its monopoly on making decisions for 
the entire Communist world and to 
some extent must coordinate its for¬ 
eign policy with that of its allies rather 
than the other way around. What re¬ 
mains clear, however, as an aftermath 
of the Polish and Hungarian episodes, 
is that although Moscow is willing to 
allow considerable latitude in the in¬ 
ternal evolution of the satellites, she 
has clearly laid down the outer limits 
beyond which the satellite states cannot 
go without inviting interference. These 
are: (1) acceptance of the basic irrec¬ 
oncilability of the capitalist and social¬ 
ist camps; (2) recognition of the Soviet 
Union as the “leader” of the socialist 
camp; (3) intolerance of an inde¬ 
pendent or “neutralist” foreign policy 
for Communist states; and (4) reten¬ 
tion of the dictatorship of the pro¬ 
letariat, i.e., the communist one-party 
system.’^ 

These limitations apparently repre¬ 
sent what Moscow believes to be the 
minimum requirements for the preser¬ 
vation of Communist power and Soviet 
security interests. By implication, the 
violation of any of these conditions by 
satellite Communist leaders will invite 

^2 Mikhail Suslov’s speech on the 39th an¬ 
niversary of the Bolshevik Revolution, 
Pravda, November 7, 1956. 
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Soviet armed intervention. Since Tito 
refuses to accept the first three condi¬ 
tions, he retains his heretical status in 
the Communist world. 

These limitations, however, cannot 
be imposed upon China, and must be 
recognized simply as the indispensable 
minimum core of common ideological 
principles governing the European 
Communist states. The institutionali¬ 
zation of Communist regional associa¬ 
tions remain reflected cssenually on 
the State level, as demonstrated by the 
Warsaw Pact (military aspect), the 
Council of Economic Mutual Aid 
(CEMA), which is economic in char¬ 
acter, and the periodic Communist 
Summit meetings, the most spectacular 
of which was the congregation of Euro¬ 
pean Communist leaders at the meeting 
of the General Assembly in 1960, 
where representatives of Asian Com¬ 
munist states were conspicuous for 
their absence. The only missing link is a 
European Communist political organi¬ 
zation—State or Party—whose crea¬ 
tion will constitute a definitive stage in 
the development of relations among 
Communist states. The maneuvers and 
intrigues of Albania in supporting Pe¬ 
king, and receiving political and eco¬ 
nomic support in return, reflects not 
only Albania’s anxiety that Moscow 
may eventually make suflieient conces¬ 
sions to bring Yugoslavia back into 
the Communist fraternity (perhaps 
after Tito’s death), but also China’s 
de facto recognition of a special Soviet 
sphere. 

CONCLUSION 

Since the death of Stalin the latent 
corrosive elements inherent in the 
Communist system have been activated. 
The centralized monopoly over deci¬ 
sion-making in the Soviet Union has 
experienced a partial diffusion which 
is still continuing. First there was the 


transition from one-man decisions to 
collective rule and the tolerance of op¬ 
posing opinions within the oligarchy. 
The Central Committee now exercises 
at least a consultative voice in decision¬ 
making which may eventually evolve 
into a form of participation. Informal 
recognition has been accorded special 
interest groups by co-opting their rep¬ 
resentatives into the highest councils 
of the Party. 

The partial decentralization of the 
decision-making process then had its 
ramifications outside the Soviet Union, 
particularly on questions involving 
other Communist states. First China, 
then Yugoslavia, and finally Poland and 
other countries were accorded a greater 
or lesser degree of participation and 
consultation in foreign policy matters 
of general interest. The Parties of these 
countries, like their Soviet prototype, 
in turn arc under diverse factional and 
internal pressures. 

Privileged groups, not only in the 
Soviet Union but in other Communist 
states as well, arc loath to embark upon 
adventures likely to endanger the sys¬ 
tem from which they benefit, and hence 
they all have an identical interest in 
the preservation of the Communist sys¬ 
tem. But each national elite is pre¬ 
eminently concerned with its own 
security and self-perpetuation. Just as 
the transcendental goal of world 
revolution was subordinated to the 
security and power interests of the 
Soviet state during Stalin’s lifetime, it 
is natural to assume that each national 
Communist elite will tend to identify its 
own survival with the ideological im¬ 
perative of world revolution, sub¬ 
ordinating the latter to its own interests. 

Although it was possible for a single 
Communist state to rationalize the 
subjugation of the movement to its 
own impulse for survival and to gain 
a wide acceptance for this identifica¬ 
tion, it is hardly likely that the interests 
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of nearly a dozen Communist states 
can be so harmonious that each can 
utilize the world Communist movement 
in its own interests. Inevitably, the in¬ 
terests of the various national Com¬ 
munist elites will come into conflict (as 
in the case of Tito and Stalin)—par¬ 
ticularly when the interests of one 
Communist state endanger the survival 
of an other—and the consequence may 
be either another schism (Poland), or 
armed intervention (Hungary). 

If the interests of China and the 
Soviet Union ever diverge in a serious 
way, that may well be the end of the 
world Communist movement. This is 
recognized by both Peking and Moscow, 
but whether their intention to preserve 
solidarity can overcome the objective 
forces that drive them apart is ques¬ 
tionable. 

The rigidity of Soviet diplomacy has 
been replaced with a greater flexibility, 
but at the expense of abdicating its in¬ 
eluctable advantage of instantaneous 
maneuverability. Multiple restraints 
have been introduced, although still in 
rudimentary form, in the Soviet deci¬ 
sion-making process, and the diplo¬ 
macy of Soviet Russia, like that of the 
United States, must now be attuned 
to diverse internal and external sensi¬ 
tivities. As a result, lapses into hesita¬ 
tion, vacillation, and compromise (as 
exhibited during the Hungarian crisis) 
will likely be more frequent now that a 
consensus must first be hammered 
out in the Presidium and then ac¬ 
commodated to similar consensuses 
reached by the ruling Communist elites 
of its coalition and ideological partners. 
“Collective rule” and “polycentrism” 
cannot but introduce serious strains 
into a system whose superstructure was 
erected upon the foundations of one- 
man dictatorship and imposed uni¬ 
formity. Although this basis imparted 
to Soviet diplomacy its greatest im¬ 
mediate advantage, it also threatened 


eventually to shatter the very edifice it 
supported. 
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Throughout its history, the United 
States has pursued a consistent for¬ 
eign policy. Beneath the clamour of 
contending philosr^phies, the contro¬ 
versies of factions, the contradictions 
and reversals of individual moves on 
the international scene, the foreign 
policy of the United States presents a 
simple and coherent pattern. This pat¬ 
tern results from the 
character of the interests 
which the United States 
has traditionally pursued 
on the international scene. 

In the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere, the United States 
has always endeavored to 
preserve its unique posi¬ 
tion as the predominant, 
unrivalled power. The United States has 
r ecognized from the very beginning that 
i ts predominance could not be elfec - 
t ivelv threatened from, within th e hemk, 
s phere without support from outside it . 
This peculiar situation has made it 
imperative for the United States to 
isolate the Western Hemisphere from 
the political and military policies of 
non-American nations. The interfer¬ 
ence of these nations in the affairs of 
the Western Hemisphere, especially 
through the acquisition of territory, 
was the only way in which the pre- 
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dominance of the United Stales could 
have been challenged from within the 
hemisphere itself. The Monroe Doc¬ 
trine and the policies implementing it 
express that permanent national inter¬ 
est of the United States in the Vv'estern 
Hemisphere. 

Since the interests of the United 
Slates in the Western Hemisphere can 
be effectively threatened 
only from outside—his¬ 
torically, from Europe— 
the United States has al¬ 
ways striven to prevent the 
development of condi¬ 
tions in Europe which 
would be conducive to 
interference in the affairs 
of the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere, or contemplation of a direct 
attack upon the United States. These 
conditions would be most likely to arise 
if a European nation having unchal¬ 
lenged predominance within Europe 
could look across the sea for conquest 
without fear of being threatened at the 
center of its power. 

It is for this reason that the United 
States has consistently pursued policies 
aiming at the maintenance of the bal¬ 
ance of power in Europe. The War of 
1812 is the sole major exception to this 
tradition. It has opposed whatever 
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European nation was likely to gain 
ascendancy over its European com¬ 
petitors and jeopardize the hemi¬ 
spheric predominance and, eventually, 
the very existence of the United States 
as an independent nation. Conversely, 
it has supported whatever European 
nation appeared capable of restoring 
the balance of power by offering suc¬ 
cessful resistance to the would-be con¬ 
queror. While it is hard to imagine a 
greater contrast in political philosophy 
than that between Alexander Hamilton 
and Woodrow Wilson, they agree in their 
concern for the maintenance of the 
balance of power in Europe. It is with 
this in mind that the United States has 
intervened in both World Wars on the 
side of the initially weaker coalition, 
and has pursued European policies 
largely paralleling those of Great Brit¬ 
ain; for from Henry VIII to this day 
Great Britain’s single objective in 
Europe has been the maintenance of 
the balance of power. 

Asia has vitally concerned the 
United States only since the turn of 
the century, and the meaning of Asia 
for American interests has never been 
obvious or clearly defined. In conse¬ 
quence, American policies in Asia have 
never as unequivocally expressed the 
permanent national interest as have the 
hemi.spheric and European policies. 
Yet beneath the confusions and in¬ 
congruities which have sometimes 
marred American policy in Asia, one 
can detect a consistency that reflects, 
however vaguely, the permanent in¬ 
terest of the United States in Asia. And 
this interest is again the maintenance 
of the balance of power. 

The principle of the “open door” in 
China expresses this interest. At the 
beginning, its meaning was purely com¬ 
mercial. But when other nations, es¬ 
pecially Japan, threatened to close the 
door to China not only commercially 


but also militarily and politically, the 
United States sought to keep the door 
to China open in order to safeguard the 
latter's territorial integrity and political 
independence for political rather than 
commercial reasons. However unsure 
the United States may have been in 
the particular moves of its Asian pol¬ 
icy, it has always assumed that the 
domination of China by another nation 
would create so great an accumulation 
of power as to threaten the security of 
the United States. 

This extraordinary position of safety, 
which could be threatened only spo¬ 
radically from afar, gave rise to a 
peculiarly American attitude toward 
foreign policy and war. All other po¬ 
litically active nations have been forced 
by their continuous exposure to danger 
from abroad to recognize the truth of 
Karl von Clausewitz’s dictum that war 
is the continuation of policy by other 
means. The peaceful and warlike means 
by which a nation pursues its interests 
vis-a-vis other nations form a continu¬ 
ous process in which, though one 
means may replace the other, the end 
remains the same. Foreign policy itself 
is a continuum beginning with the birth 
of the nation and ending only with its 
death. 

Yet under the impact of the extra¬ 
ordinary position in which the United 
States found itself vis-a-vis other na¬ 
tions from the beginning of its history 
to the end of the second World War, 
Americans came to embrace a differ¬ 
ent philosophy. According to this phi¬ 
losophy, it was “normal” for a nation 
to have no foreign policy at all. If a 
crisis should require a temporary de¬ 
parture from that normalcy in the form 
of an active foreign policy or of inter¬ 
vention in a foreign war, it was taken 
for granted that after the crisis was 
settled the nation ought to return to 
the normalcy of detachment. On this 
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assumption that the nation had a choice 
between involvement in or detachment 
from world affairs, and that the latter 
was to be preferred, both the isolation¬ 
ists and internationalists of the interwar 
period agreed. 7'hcy disagreed only in 
their assessment of the urgency of in¬ 
tervention in a particular crisis situa¬ 
tion. Furthermore, the internationalists 
believed that in order to forestall the 
next crisis and meet it with the «zreatcst 
chance for success, the United States 
should participate in the development 
and support of international organiza¬ 
tions seeking to maintain international 
order and peace. 

Foreign policy was thus regarded as 
something like a policeman's night 
stick, to be used only when necessary 
to bring a disturber of the peace to 
reason; war, in turn, was assigned the 
function of the policeman's gun, to be 
used only in extremis to rid the world 
of a criminal. But here the analogy 
ends: the policeman always carries his 
gun with him, but the United States 
threw its gun away twice, after it had 
done the job in two world wars. 

The United States could sec that 
war did have a necessary connection 
with the criminal aggression that pre¬ 
ceded and provoked it, but it did not 
realize the organic relation that exists 
between war and what follows it. The 
purpose of war appeared to be the 
elimination of a disturbance by elimi¬ 
nating the disturber; once that was 
done, the world would presumably 
settle back into normalcy and order. 
War as prepared for and waged by the 
United States was a mere technical 
operation to be performed according 
to the rules of the military art—a feat 
of military engineering like building a 
dam or flattening a mountain. The 
organic relationship between foreign 
and military policy was lost, and, in 
consequence, foreign policy was with¬ 


out strength, and military policy lacked 
purpose. 

THE REVOLUTION IN AMERICAN 
FOREIGN POLICY 

The aftermath of World War II wit¬ 
nessed a drastic change not in the tra¬ 
ditional interests, but in the traditional 
policies and attitudes of the United 
States. This change was imposed by 
the conditions of unprecedented nov¬ 
elty under which the United States had 
to pursue its traditional interest in the 
preservation of the balance of power 
in Europe and Asia. What is the na¬ 
ture of the unusual threat with which 
the Soviet Union confronts the balance 
of power in Europe and with which 
China confronts the balance of power 
in Asia? When the United States was 
called upon in the two World Wars to 
redress the European balance of power, 
the German threat was being contained, 
however precariously, by a counter¬ 
weight located in Europe itself. The 
Japanese threat, in turn, was contained 
on the Asian mainland by the power of 
China. The United States only needed 
to add its strength to these coun¬ 
terweights until victory was achieved, 
and then it expected to return to the 
normalcy of isolation. This is what it 
did after the first World War, and what 
it was prepared to do after the second. 
After some months of hesitation and 
confusion, the United States realized 
that the nations of Western Europe 
had become too weak to contain the 
Russian threat to the European bal¬ 
ance of power and that the United 
States, in order to prevent the Russian 
conquest of all of Europe, had to 
commit itself in virtual permanence to 
the defense of Western Europe. When, 
in 1948, China fell to Communism and 
nothing stood in the way of its expan¬ 
sion except Chiang Kai-shek’s forces. 
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the United States took upon itself sim¬ 
ilar permanent obligations in Asia. 

By 1947 the new pattern of Ameri¬ 
can foreign policy was set. It manifested 
itself in four political innovations: the 
Truman doctrine, c ontainmen t, the 
Marshall Pla n, and the Amcncanjijli- 
ance system. F oreign ai d ahd li beratio n 
were add^ to them in the fifties . These 
policies have in common the perma¬ 
nent assumption, by the United States, 
of responsibilities beyond the limits of 
the Western Hemisphere. 

The Truman doctrine is contained 
in President Truman’s message to Con¬ 
gress of March 12, 1947. The Presi¬ 
dent recommended the appropriation 
of four hundred million dollars for as- 
sistan ce to Greece and Turkey and th e 
a uthorization to send civilian anrl mili¬ 
tary personnel as well as rnminnditips, 
s upplies, and equipment to these two 
countries. The immediate occasion for 
these requests was the inability of 
Great Britain to continue the historic 
function, which she had performed for 
almost a century and a half, of pro¬ 
tecting the eastern shores of the Medi¬ 
terranean from Russian penetration. 
Since the end of the Napoleonic Wars, 
one of the basic assumptions of British 
foreign policy had been that Russian 
control of Greece and of the Darda¬ 
nelles constituted a threat to the Euro¬ 
pean balance of power. Great Britain 
was no longer able to shoulder the 
over-all responsibility for the mainte¬ 
nance of the balance of power in Eu¬ 
rope, and she had just notified the 
United States that she no longer pos¬ 
sessed the military and economic re¬ 
sources to defend Greece against 
Communist attack. 

The interest of the United States in 
the maintenance of the European bal¬ 
ance of power had been historically 
identical with that of Great Britain, 
and by the beginning of 1947, the 
United States had already become— 


by the logic of the distribution of 
power, if not by design—the successor 
to Great Britain as the main counter¬ 
weight against a threat to the inde¬ 
pendence of the nations of Europe. It 
was then almost inevitable that the 
United States take over the particular 
British burden for the protection of the 
independence of Greece and the terri¬ 
torial integrity of Turkey, an action 
justified both by traditional interest in 
the European balance of power, and by 
the particular conditions prevailing in 
the eastern Mediterranean at the begin¬ 
ning of 1947. 

Yet the Truman doctrine went be¬ 
yond the immediate occasion by com¬ 
mitting the United States to the defense 
of democratic nations everywhere in the 
world against “direct or indire ct ag¬ 
gres sion” and ag.Tinst “siihj iig:ition hy 
armed min orities or by outside pres¬ 
sure.” At this point, the Truman doc¬ 
trine merges into the policy of contain¬ 
ment. 

The p olicy of containmen t was never 
officially formulated. It grew as an 
almost instinctive reaction to the threat 
of Russian imperialism. It called a halt 
to the territorial expansion of Russian 
power beyond the line of military 
demarcation drawn at the end of the 
second World War between the Soviet 
orbit and the Western world. It said in 
effect to the Soviet Union: “ Thus far 
and no far ther^ else you will be at war 
with the United .Stain s” Or as the 
London Economist of December 2, 
1950 put it: “T he object of the en¬ 
deavor in which the nations nf . thp 
fr ee world are now united is fn contain 
R ussian imperialisrp without having-tn 
fi ght anofhpir wnrlH w.qr ” 

The United States recognized that 
the policy of containment could not 
succeed while the nations of Western 
Europe remained economically pros¬ 
trate and politically unstable. Thus 
Secretary of State George Marshall de- 
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dared in an address at Harvard on 
June 5, 1947 that the United States 
would welcome the initiative and co¬ 
operation of the European countries in 
the elaboration of an economic pro¬ 
gram of self-help combined with Amer¬ 
ican assistance. 1 he Western European 
nations quickly respond^ to thisr‘*Mar^ 
s hall PlanT^ tdfmThg as^ their vehicle 
of cooperation a Committee ol Euro¬ 
pean Economic Cooperation which laid 
the foundation for the establishment 
the following year of the Organization 
for Eu ropean E conomic Cooperation 
(OE EC)._ In AprTr’1948, Congress ap¬ 
proved the bill creating the E conomic 
Coope rat ion Administration (EC A) as 
the instrument for channeling billions 
of dollars to the nations of Europe over 
a four-year program. 

The American tradition limited to 
the Western Hemisphere the continu¬ 
ous presence of the United States on 
the stage of foreign policy. The great 
reversal of 1947 extended the perma¬ 
nent military commitments of the 
United States immediately beyond the 
Rhine and, potentially, to any region, 
anywhere, threatened by Communist 
aggression or subversion. It further 
committed the economic resources of 
the United States immediately to the 
support of the nations of Western Eu¬ 
rope, of Greece and Turkey, and po¬ 
tentially of any nation anywhere which 
needed it to preserve its freedom. It 
had become the policy of the United 
States, in the words of the Truman 
Doctrine, “to support free peoples who 
arc resisting attempted subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pres¬ 
sures.” Since peoples throughout the 
world, in Europe, Africa, Asia, and 
Latin America, are resisting such sub¬ 
jugation, the commitments of the 
United States, by virtue of the Truman 
Doctrine, have become world-wide, un¬ 
limited geographically and limited only 
by the lack of need for support or 


a nation’s unwillingness to accept it. 

Of the traditional foreign policy of 
the United States, this revolution in 
America’s relations to the outside 
world made short shrift. Nothing is 
left of it but a memory and, in some, 
a vain desire to return to an age when 
the United States was committed to 
defend only its own territory and the 
Western Hemisphere, not the nations 
of Western Europe, Berlin, Greece, 
Turkey, Australia, New Zealand, Paki¬ 
stan, Thailand, South Vietnam. South 
Korea, Japan, and Taiwan, and when 
the United States endeavored to trans¬ 
form the world by its own example 
rather than by intervening, assisting, 
and advising. 

America, once its policy of contain¬ 
ment had met successfully the Russian 
military threat to Western Europe, had 
to achieve three difilcult tasks. First of 
all, it had to create out of the mnke - 
shif^ arrangements aimed at m eeting 
ific* Russian military_threat a viabl e 
interna tion al order whjeh would trans¬ 
late common interests into a co mmon 
purpOSc7 Fusc^lRc power of individual 
riafidhsTand assign to them responsi¬ 
bilities commensurate with their inter¬ 
ests and power. Second, it had to cr eate 
a relationship with the lincdmmrtte d 
new nati ons o f Africa and Asia which 
would be conducive to the development 
of domestic and international stability. 
Third, it had to establish a relationship 
conducive both to peace and freedom 
with those nations who were unwillin g 
o bjects of Communist dnm in.^finn, siirh 
as the nations of Eastern Europe. 

How did the United Stales endeavor 
to meet these tasks? It developed three 
policies to serve them: alliances, for¬ 
eign aid. liberation. 

The policy of alliances 

Since the end of the second World 
War, the United States had concluded 
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four collective alliances: The Inter- 
A mcrican Treaty of Mutual Assistanc e 
oT 194 7, also called th e Rio Pact : the 
North Atlantic T reaty of 1949 undjy 
w hich the North Atlantic Or- 

g anization ( NATO). was established; 
t he Security Treaty with Australia-and 
New Zealand—call^ed_ ANZySr-rpf 
J951; and^lhc So utheast Asia Tre aty 
Organizadon of 1954j called SEATO. 
ToTHese collective agreements must be 
added individual alliances the United 
States has concluded with Japan, the 
Philippines, South Korea, South Viet- 
nam7 and the Republic ot.China. The 
Baghdad Pact of 1955 , concluded 
among Turkey, lra£^ Gre at B ritain. 
P akistan . andT ran, and succeeded after 
the defection of Iraq in 1958 by the 
Ce nto Pact, has been actively sup¬ 
ported, but was not formally joined, by 
theJJiiiiaiStatcs. 

0 T he Rin Pact , of which the United 
States and all Latin American nat i ons 
tngtnbers, serves the common de¬ 
fuse of the Western Hemisphere by 
tr ansforming th^ Monroe Doctrine 
from a unilateral American decl a ration 
int o a collective arrange ment. NATO, 
to which the United States and all 
nations of Western Europe—with the 
exception of Sweden, Switzerland and 
Spain—as well as Greece and Turkey, 
belong, serves the defense of Western 
Europe. The ANZUS Treaty serves the 
defense of the Pacifi c. SEATO, of 
which the United States, Great Britam, 
Fr ance, Australia,, New i^al^d, the 
Phi lippines, Thailand, and P akist an 
are m embers, serves the d efense o f 
South and Southeast A sia. 

JVTlte relationships within an alliance 
|[re determined by two fundamental 
factors—^the interests and the power of 
its memb ers. In this" respectVlh'e "alli- 
ance between the United States and the 
nations of Western Europe must be 
distinguished from the other American 
alliances. The interests which tie the 


United States to its European allies 
are m pre profounc L more co mprcl^n- 
siye, and more stable than the inte rests 
*upon which alliances have traditionally 
bee n base d. Far from concerning noth¬ 
ing more than a limited territorial ad¬ 
vantage against a temporary enemy, 
these interests enclose the national 
identity of all the members within a 
common civilization, threatened by an 
alien and oppressive social system. 
Thus this alliance was not formed 
through a process of bargaining among 
suspicious temporary associates, but 
rather sprang naturally and almost in¬ 
evitably from a concern with a com¬ 
mon heritage which had a chance to 
survive only through common support. 
The members of the alliance had to 
choose between the alliance and the 
loss of their national identity and cul¬ 
tural heritage; that is to say, they had 
no choice at all. 

The cement that has maintained that 
alliance has been the p aramount power 
of the_Unitcd States. While in past 
alliances power had been unequally 
distributed, with one ally predominant, 
rarely had there been such a concen¬ 
tration of power, with all other allies 
in a subordinate position. The United 
States was not only paramount in the 
military and economic fields, but also 
in the intangible sphere of the values 
of Western civilization, and had be¬ 
come in every respect the predominant 
power of the alliance. 

If the institutions and operations of 
the alliance had been as comprehensive 
and intense as its underlying interests, 
and if the influence of the United States 
had been commensurate with its power, 
the alliance might have amounted to a 
confederation of states merging their 
most vital activities in the fields of for¬ 
eign policy, defense, finance, and eco¬ 
nomics. However, during the fifties, the 
United States did not play its required 
role in the Western alliance. Three in- 
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hcrited patterns of thought and action feasible only on the assumption that j 
prevented this: the traditional limita- the identity of interests among the allies! 
tion of the direct exercise of American was so complete that they could pursue f 
power to the Western Hemisphere, the common ends with common measures 
p rinciple of etiuality, and the military through free and equal cooperation. If 
approach to forei g n p olicy . this cooperation fell short of the ideal, 

On the two previous occasions when expectation, the purpose of the alliance | 
American power went beyond the lii iits as a cooperative effort on behalf of 
of the Western Hemisphere, Ami ea the common interests would be dc- 
retreated to its traditional confines- te feated. 

it had failed to establish itself ft n’'' Of "these alternatives, the United 
beyond them. The liquidation of the State chose the latter . It refused to 
conquests of the"" SpamslvArflerican ' bring its superior power to bear on 
Warr in' vlcw^Tjf'Tts “aondenS^ the alliance on behalf of common in- 

peni^eral connection with the Ameri- terests which would compete with 
can tradition of foreign policy, could divergent ones. When the United States 
begin as soon as the conquests had left the Western He misphere , it cai rie d ^ 

, been made. The failure of_Wn^son’s aU only its military a nd econom ic p ower, ! 

I tempt to rnakrTthe world safe for dfc— not its creative imagination and its ! ' 
; n| oc facy render^ the pres- constructive will. Significantly, this im- 

\cncc o f American power in E urope , agination ariff will came to play in that 
The nature of the Russian threat after sphere closest to the American tradi- 
thc second World War left the United tion in foreign affairs, the military 
States no rational^choice but to cstab- sphere. 

lish its power in virtual pemianencc The United States emerged from the 
at the circumference of the Russian second World War as the most power- 
empire. But should that power be es- ful nation on earth by chance and not 
tablished in terms of American su- by d esign , and it assumed the leadcr- 

premacy, which would reduce Amer- ship of the coalition of free nations by 

ica’s allies to the status of satellites, or virtu e of necessity a n d no t of ch oice, 

was it to be the equality of all members In consequence, it s will and min d were^ 

of the alliance, which would, ideally, not cquaj to its power, resp onsibility^ 
result in the harmonious cooperation and opportu n ity. Since America’s re- 
of like-minded nations? This dilemma sponsibility was not the result of con- 
had to be solved in a way that would scious choice, it approached the tasks 
not deny either of these essentials of incumbent upon the paramount power 
American policy. of the Western alliance with unbecom- 

Amcrican power had to operate in ing hu mility and unwarranted self - 
thc territory of friendly nations whose restraint. The political predominance 
consent provided the only title for the required by its power was incompatible 
American presence, the purpose of with its a nti-imperialist tradition, which 
which was the defense of the freedom is the manifestation abroad of the prin- 
and territorial integrity of the allies, ciplc of equality Confronted with the 
^ If^ the United^ States had reduced it s choice between assuming the position 
allies ToTRe^status of satellites, the very of leadership and treating its allies as 
purpose the European alliance equals, the United States chose the 
wo uld have been defeated . On the other latter. Accustomed to expanding its 
hand, the establishment of the alliance rule into political empty spaces but not 
on the basis of complete equality was to imposing it upon existing political 
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entities, it pnHpjivnrpH tn estnblish a 
consensus wi thin the Western alliance 
by the same methods of rational j)^- 
su asion and economic in ducements 
with which the American commo n¬ 
wealth had been created" .jnaiataiped, 
flevelnped. 

Yet the apph'cation of the cquali- 
tarian principle of democratic consen¬ 
sus to alliances resulted in disintegra¬ 
tion and anarchy. The integrating 
effects of the domestic equalitarian 
consensus depend upon a pre-estab¬ 
lished hierarchical relationshin ip the 


ment: any equality among allies drasti¬ 
cally diffmng in po wer and responrif 
bility must be subordinated to a 


relationship was lacking between the 
United S tates and its allies . As a result 
of this lack, the alliance was either 
incapable of pursuing new, positive 
policies in common, or else the most 
determined ally was able to impose its 
will upon the United States. 

1 NATO is the outstanding examp le 
of the for mer consetwence,- The prin-_ 
ciple of equality among its fifteen rnein- 
bers, applied to the political operations 
and over-all military planning of th e 
alliance, put a virtually insurmountable 
obstacle in the way of new policies t o 
he piir<!iicd in-i:esp onse to new op por- 


absenee of one of them, the best an 
alliance can achieve is to translate the 
lowest common denominator of agreed 
interests into common action. While the 
objective conditions under which the 
fifteen allies live require a degree of 
unity in purpose and action_ far trajis- 
cending that of a traditional alliance, 
and while NATO was designed to be 
the instrument of that kind of unity, 
/NATO has become more and more un- 
distinguishable from a traditional, 
tloosely knit alliance. 

The other con.scqucnce of the cquali- 
tarian approach ^o alliances. has been 
most marked .in . the. b ilateral re lations 
between the United States and its allies . 
Governments which govern only be- 
r cause the United States maintains them 
or which have no alternative to the 
American association have been able to 
play a winning game in which the 
United States holds all the trumps. 
The United States has not been dis¬ 
posed to play these trumps for two 
reasons. Its commitment to the prin¬ 
ciple of equality made it impossible 
1 to bring it's sup erior power to _ bear 
\ up^ a w eak ^ ly^n behalf of its intcr- 
■‘csts. These interests were conceived in 
terms of what might be called the 
collector’s approach to allian ces . The 
United States in the fifties was pri¬ 
marily interested in the conclusion of 
alliances per se, regardles s of the sp e- 


t unities or threats . The principle of 
equality would have been compatible 
with new departures in policy only on 
the unattainable conditions that all 
members of the alliance had an equal 
interest in such departures, were 
equally aware of these interests, and 
agreed completely on the means to be 
used in support of them. Short of an 
open threat of military conquest or 
revolution, such as confronted the 
members of NATO in the late 1940’s. 
these conditions cannot be expected to 
be present at the same time. In the 


ances were supposed to s erve'."~Ah alli¬ 
ance thus conceived is a standing 
invitation for a weak ally to make the 
alliance seryeJtS-2ptxific-aod-conc£etc 
int eres ts. T^us the Unit ed S tates has 
pa id for the willingness of we^ and "^ 
eve n unviable nations to become It s 
a mes by underwriting the interests o f 
t hese nations, reg a rdle ss of whether ^ 


t hese interests coincid e w ith, or even 
run counter to. its own . 

This relationship, unhealthy even by 
the standards of traditional foreign pol- 
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icy, is a far cry from the new order turn, gaj;e Communism the opporttmity 
through which the United States was to ^identify itself with the forces of 
called upon to realize the common pur- progress and peace. ” 
pose of the nations of Western civiliza- 


tion in the atomic age. The United 
States was not able to free itself from 
the pattern of thought and action es¬ 
tablished both by its tradition and its 
successful reaction to the threat of 
Russian power in the aftermath of the 
sc^nd World Wjur—it continued to‘ 
COTCcive of its relations to the wutsidc 
world primarily in military terms. It 
saw itself surrounded by allies, by 
uncommitted nations which thus far 
had refused to become allies, and by 
satellites which_ Russian power, had 
thus, far prevented from becoming 
allies. From this picture of the world, 
three militarily oriented objectives en¬ 
sued. The allies had to be kept in the 
American orbit, the uncommitted na¬ 
tions had to be drawn into it, and the 
satellites had to be liberated in order 
to enable them to join itj SEATO and 
the abortive Eisenhower Doctrine of 
March 19 57 were open-ended— -anc| 
largely unsuccessful —invitations to the! 
uncdmmitted~~ri'a tions o f Asi a and thei" 
Middle East resp ectively tn „ bccnmo\ 
allies df jhc U nited States , or at least 
to accept military assistance from it. 

These policies were largely unsuc¬ 
cessful because the picture of the world 
from which they derived was at odds 
both with the facts of experience and 
the interests of the United States. What 
the United States had to cope with out¬ 
side Europe was not the threat of Rus¬ 
sian military power but the promise of 
the new order of Communism . A pol¬ 
icy of military alliances was irrelevant 
to the problems raised by that promise. 

It was also counter-productive, for by 
strengthening the forces of the status 
quo and the military establishments in 
the allied nations, it tended to identify 
the United States with those forces and 
with preparations for war. This, in 


The policy of foreign aid 

The policy of foreign aid, considered 
the main instrument for strengthening 
the uncommitted nations in their un¬ 
committed position, has similarly suf¬ 
fered from this predominantly military 
orientation. But it has also suffered 
from two other handicaps. 

I'he American theory and jaractice 
of foreign aid during the fifties was 
derived largely from ce rta in unexam¬ 
ined asumptions_ which arc part of the 
American folklore, of politics. The 
popular mind has established a number 
of simple and highly doubtful correla¬ 
tions between foreign aid, on the one 
hand, and a rising stan dard of li ving, 
social and ppliticM stahilily. d 9 mocratic 
institutions and practices, and a peace¬ 
ful foreign policy on the other. .The 
simplicity of these correlations is so 
reassuring that the assumption of a 
simple and direct relationship between 
foreign aid and economic, social, and 
political progress is rarely questioned. 

Thus fundamental questions like fhf 
following were hardly ever asked ex¬ 
plicitly: what are the social, political, 
and moral effects of foreign aid likely 
to be under different circumstances? 
Does successful foreign aid require a 
particular intellectual, political, and 
moral climate, or will the injection of 
capital and technological capability 
from the outside create this climate? 
To what extent and under what con¬ 
ditions is it possible for one nation 
to transform, through outside inter¬ 
vention, the economic and techno¬ 
logical life of another nation? More 
specifically, in terms of the political 
objective of keeping the uncommitted 
nations uncommitted, how is one to 
create that positive relationship in the 
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mind of the recipient between the aid 
and its beneficial results, and the po¬ 
litical philosophy, system, and objec¬ 
tives of the giver? As long as the re¬ 
cipient disapproves of the politics of 
the giver, the political effects of the 
aid arc lost. These effects are similarly 
lost as long as the recipient remains 
unconvinced that the aid received is 
but a natural manifestation of the poli¬ 
tics of the giver. Foreign aid, then,-' 
remains politically ineffective as long-* 
as the recipient says cither, “aid isi 
good, but the politics of the giver are, 
bad,” or “aid is good, but the politics 
of the giver have nothing to do with it.” 

Questions such as these require poli¬ 
cies of extraordinary subtlety and in¬ 
tricacy to answer them. The simple 
correlation between foreign aid and 
what the United States desires in the 
uncommitted nations could not provide 
the answers. That correlation is a pro¬ 
jection of the domestic experience of 
America onto the international scene. 
Capital formation and investment and 
technological innovation created the 
wealth and prosperity of America, and, 
so it was assumed, the export of Amer¬ 
ican capital and technology into the 
underdeveloped nations would bring 
forth similar results there. The sim¬ 
ilarity between this and the Wilsonian 
expectation is striking. Wilson wanted 
to bring the peace and order of Amer¬ 
ica to the rest of the world by exporting 
its democratic institutions. His con¬ 
temporary heirs wanted to bring the 
wealth and prosperity of America to 
the rest of the world through the export 
of American capitd and technology. 
Yet while the failure of the Wilsonian 
experiment was quick and drastically 
revealed, the failure of foreign aid, 
simplistically conceived, has been less 
obvious, albeit no less drastic. 

However, even if the United States 
had developed a well-planned philoso¬ 
phy of foreign aid, its application would 


have come up against the same equali- 
tarian principle which has frustrated the 
alliance policy of the United States. 
While the application of this principle 
to the alliance policy was not warranted 
by the objective situation, foreign aid 
has confronted the United States with 
a real dilemma. If you apply the equali- 
Itarian principle, expressed in the slo¬ 
gan “no strings attached,” to foreign 
aid, you put yourself at the mercy of 
unenlightened or corrupt governments 
which might misu.se foreign aid through 
incompetence or by design. If, on the 
other hand, you assume responsibility 
for the way your aid is used, you feed 
the nationalistic suspicion of “imperial¬ 
ist” motives. By choosing the former 
method, the United States gave the 
recipient governments at least a po¬ 
tential leverage against itself, similar 
to that its allies enjoy. This leverage is 
increased by the competitive participa¬ 
tion of the Soviet Union in foreign 
aid, which allows the recipient govern- 
. ments to play one super-power out 
again.st the other. Yet while the Soviet 
Union used foreign aid as an integral 
part of its political policy, seeking the 
expansion of its influence either di¬ 
rectly or through Communist move¬ 
ments, the United States was at a 
disadvantage in trying to serve con¬ 
sistently either its own purpose or the 
purposes of the underdeveloped na¬ 
tions. 

The policy of liberation 

The weakness of the foreign policies 
of the United States, as conducted in 
the fifties, has come to a head in the 
total failure of its policies towards the 
satellites of the Soviet Union. The char¬ 
acter of that failure suggests, as we 
shall see, the nature of the remedy. 
The inspiration from which the policies 
towards the satellites are derived is 
within the American tradition of seek- 
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ing the expansion of the area of free¬ 
dom. These policies continue the anti- 
imperialistic tradition of America, yet 
with one significant difference. 'Hie 
anti-imperialistic tradition has operated 
on two levels, the general one of revul¬ 
sion against the normal practices of 
European power politics, and the spe¬ 
cific one of revulsion against a particu¬ 
lar case of oppression of one nation by 
another. The political conseque’iccs of 
the first type were the ahsteni in and 
isolationism of the Farewell Address. 
The second type had almost no politi¬ 
cal consequence at all, but led to 
emotional commitment to what ap¬ 
peared to be the cause of freedom and 
humanitarian assistance to its suffering 
supporters. Tims the American antj- 
inipcrialisnL..oL the. ainctcenth. cenluiy 
favored the national movements of 
Eqrope against .monarchical enemies 
and opposed cc.r.tain colonial ventures 
of European nations, and the American 
anti-imperialism of the early twentieth 
century took its stand agairist Imperial 
and Nazi Germany and against Tsarist 
and Soviet Russia, and both received 
the fighters in the lost causes of free¬ 
dom as citizens. 

The new ant^impcrialism, aimed at 
the conquests of the Soviet Union, 
obviously partakes of these character¬ 
istics, but possesses a quality its pre¬ 
decessors lacked. It has become an 
integral and crucial part of the foreign 
policy of the United States. The tra¬ 
ditional anti-imperialism of America 
was without a_political- objective .either 
by virtue of its very nature or else 
because the radius of an active Ameri¬ 
can foreign policy was limited to the 
Western Hemisphere. The new anti¬ 
imperialism can no longer afford to 
condemn the suppression of liberty 
from afar and limit its tribute to free¬ 
dom to charitable deeds. Committed to 
the containment of Communism, to 
the preservation of national freedom 


wherever it is threatened by Soviet 
imperialism, the United States can 
reconcile itself to the loss of national 
freedom only if it altogether ceases be¬ 
ing anti-imperialistic. If it wants to re¬ 
main faithful to its anti-imperialist 
tradition, it must embark upon positive 
political and military policies on behalf 
of bt)th the preservation and the ex¬ 
pansion of national freedom. Yet at this 
point, when it came to adapting the 
traditional attitude of America to the 
opportunities and limitations of the 
contemporary world, American foreign 
policy failed. 

The traditional American goal of 
expanding the area of freedom en¬ 
countered a new opportunity and a new 
limitation in the foreign policy of the 
United States. It did not come to terms 
with cither. Of this failure, the policy 
of liberation and the explicit inaction 
on the occasion of the Hungarian revo¬ 
lution of 1956 have been the outward 
manifestations. The policy of liberation 
manifested unconcern with the limita¬ 
tions; inaction on the occasion of the 
Hungarian revolution demonstrated 
unawarcncss of the opportunities. 

The policy of liberation must be 
seen as a logical extension of the pol¬ 
icy of containment and as the positive 
implementation of the American re¬ 
fusal to recognize the Soviet Union’s 
European conquests. Stalin and his 
successors attempted to liquidate the 
Cold War by concluding an agreement 
with the United States dividing Europe 
into two spheres of influence, with the 
European conquests of the Soviet 
Union recognized as definite and legiti¬ 
mate. The United States has consist¬ 
ently refused to consider even the pos¬ 
sibility of such an agreement. The 
United States could let it go at that, sat¬ 
isfied with containing Russian power 
within the limits reached in 1945, and 
that is essentially what it did up to the 
beginning of 1953. The impulse to go 
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beyond this negative policy of contain¬ 
ment and non-recognition, and to give 
that policy a positive implementation, 
stems from the traditional American 
purpose of expanding the area of free¬ 
dom. But once America yielded to that 
impulse, it was up against the problem 
of what kind of positive policy should 
be pursued. 

Consistent with its general concep¬ 
tion of foreign policy, the United States 
conceived of liberation essentially in 
military terms, as the evacuation of 
Eastern Europe by the Red Army. Such 
evacuation could be brought about only 
through military pressure which carried 
the risk of war. As the London Econo¬ 
mist put it on August 30, 1952, when 
the policy of liberation was first pro¬ 
claimed: “Unhappily ‘liberation’ ap¬ 
plied to Eastern Europe—and Asia— 
means either the risk of war or it means 
nothing. . . . ‘Liberation’ entails no 
risk of war only when it means noth¬ 
ing.’’ Since liberation was to be 
achieved without resort to war, accord¬ 
ing to repeated official statements, it 
was, as conceived by American policy, 
incapable of achievement. 

Thus what pretended to be a new 
dynamic policy turned out to be no 
policy at all, nothing more than a verbal 
commitment incapable of implementa¬ 
tion by action. However, that commit¬ 
ment was taken as a threat by the 
Soviet Union and as a promise by the 
satellites. Instead of contributing any¬ 
thing to the liberation of the satellites, 
it served as a pretext for the Soviet 
Union to maintain its military rule of 
Eastern Europe, and as an incentive 
for the satellites to entertain illusions 
about what the United States might do, 
to be disillusioned with American pol¬ 
icy, and reconciled to their fate when 
no action was forthcoming. The policy 
of liberation not only did not liberate, 
but actually strengthened the forces 
opposed and detrimental to liberty. 


The Hungarian revolution of 1956 
provided the ultimate test of this self- 
defeating unreality of the policy of 
liberation. For here the United States 
was faced, not with the impossible 
task of liberating without resort to war, 
but with the opportunity to support a 
liberation already achieved. By remain¬ 
ing inactive under these most favorable 
circumstances, it demonstrated that 
there was no such thing as a policy of 
liberation but only verbal pronounce¬ 
ments designed to give the appearance 
that there was one. The United States 
declared from the outset through its 
most authoritative spokesman, the 
President, that it would abstain from 
active interference. While it is a moot 
question as to how much the United 
States could have done, it is obvious in 
view of the since-revealed dissension 
within the Soviet government over the 
use of force, it could have done more 
than nothing. 

THE REVOLUTION IN THE 
INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

These weaknesses, inherent in the for¬ 
eign policy of the United States as it 
developed during the fifties, were ag¬ 
gravated by fundamental changes in 
the international environment to which 
American foreign policy did not adapt 
itself. At the end of the period, the 
international scene was different in 
four fundamental respects from what it 
had been at its beginning. 

First of all, the balance of military 
'^ower had changed radically. In the 
aftermath of the second World War, 
the United States was unquestionably 
the most powerful nation on earth. 
Under the umbrella of its atomic mo¬ 
nopoly the United States formed the 
European alliance, implementing the 
policy of containment. The atomic 
monopoly of the United States pro¬ 
vided a virtually absolute protection for 
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the nations which felt themselves 
threatened by Communist aggression. 
This protection has disappeared. It has 
been replaced by an atomic stalemate 
or by what Sir Winston Churchill has 
called a “balance of terror”—the 
United States is able to destroy the 
Soviet Union and the Soviet Union is 
able to destroy the United States in an 
all-out nuclear war. 

In view of this stark and simple 
situation, an alliance with the United 
States is no longer regarded as an un- 
mixed blessing. It still provides a cer¬ 
tain protection, but it also implies a 
certain liability. Can the United States 
be relied upon to come to the aid of 
an ally if it might mean risking its own 
destruction? And wouldn’t such aid, 
even if provided, seal the doom of the 
ally, since it would probably be in the 
nature of nuclear war to be countered 
in kind by the enemy? The allies of the 
United States are raising questions such 
as these, and they answer them by 
seeking safety in greater independence 
from the United States. Either they try 
to develop foreign and military policies 
of their own, especially in the nuclear 
field, or else they tend to move away 
from the United States into a neutral 
or at least a more detached position. 

The second great transformation in 
the political world during the fifties is 
the restoration of the economic and, to ' 
a certain extent, the political health of' 
most of the nations of Western Europe. 
At the beginning of the fifties, the alli¬ 
ance with the United States was for 
nations such as Italy, France, and 
Great Britain a matter not of choice 
but of life and death. Without the 
economic, political, and military sup¬ 
port of the United States, those nations 
might not have survived as independent 
national entities and would have been 
in great danger of being subverted by 
Communism or swallowed up by the 
Soviet Union. Today, this dependence 


upon the United States has to a great 
extent disappeared, especially in the 
economic field. It has become rather 
inelTective in the political field, and 
its ambivalence in the military field has 
become obvious. 

Furthermore, and most importantly, 
the foreign policy of the Soviet Union 
has fundamentally changed. In the 
years immediately following the second 
World War, the greatest asset of United 
States foreign policy was the foreign 
policy of Stalin. Whenever there was a 
slackening in the Western effort or a 
weakening of the alliance system, 
Stalin would make a drastic move 
which demonstrated how necessary the 
American connection was for survival. 

Khrushchev’s foreign policy during v/ 
the fifties was of an entirely different 
nature. His was not a policy of direct 
military aggression or of direct military 
threats. Even the threat against the 
Western presence in Berlin, uttered for 
the first time in November 1958, and 
repeated many times since, was quite 
different from the threats Stalin would 
have uttered or would have followed up 
by action, as in the case of the Berlin 
blockade in 1948. Khrushchev’s poli¬ 
cies aim not so much at the con¬ 
quest of territories by diplomatic pres¬ 
sure or military threats as at the 
subversion of the whole non-Commu- 
nist world through the impact of So¬ 
viet power and technological and eco¬ 
nomic accomplishments. This is a 
much more insidious, a much subtler 
way of undermining the position of the 
United States and of the Western world. 

To these three fundamental changes 
must be added a fourth: the rise of the 
former colonial nations in Africa and 
Asia. These enormous masses of land 
and populations no longer belong to any 
of the power blocs. They are no longer 
under the control of any of the great 
powers. But they will in all likelihood 
have to seek the support of stronger 
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nations and fashion their political, eco¬ 
nomic, and social lives in the image of 
one of the great political and social 
systems competing for their allegiance. 
Hence, they have become the great 
prize in the struggle between East and 
West. Whoever can attract the loyalties 
of these uncommitted nations and im¬ 
press them with the excellence and su¬ 
periority of his form of government, of 
his social and economic system, will in 
all probability win the struggle for the 
world. And Khrushchev has proclaimed 
that the Soviet Union, through the at¬ 
tractiveness and achievements of Com¬ 
munism, will conquer the minds of 
the uncommitted peoples and thereby 
inherit the earth. 

These four fundamental changes in 
the international environment imposed 
upon the United States the task of re¬ 
thinking and refashioning American 
foreign policy in five major areas: the 
relations with the allies, the relations 
with the uncommitted nations, the re¬ 
lation between domestic politics and 
foreign policy, the relations with the 
Communist bloc, and, finally, the su¬ 
pranational control of nuclear power. 

The several alliances of which the 
United States is a member owe their 
existence, as we have seen, to two dif¬ 
ferent factors: the need in which our 
European allies, as well as our former 
enemies, found themselves after the 
second World War to have American 
economic, military, and political sup¬ 
port; and the objective of the United 
States to contain by military means the 
Soviet Union throughout the world and 
Communist China in the Middle East 
and Asia. During the fifties, the founda¬ 
tions for the first type of alliance 
changed radically, whereas the founda¬ 
tions for the second type were weak 
from the very outset. 

The economic recovery of the na¬ 
tions of Western Europe and the for¬ 
mer enemies made them less dependent 


upon American support than they once 
had been. As a consequence, they have 
at times been able to pursue their own 
narrower interests regardless of the 
common interests of the alliance. The 
United States must find a new founda¬ 
tion for these alliances, one which 
reflects more faithfully the present un¬ 
derlying community of interests of the 
major nations of the non-Communist 
world. These alliances were primarily 
conceived in military terms. They must 
now be given an economic, political, 
and cultural content as well. 

'I hc transformation of the Cold War 
into what is now called “competitive 
coexistence” has revealed the essential 
unsoundness of the policy of military 
containment as extended to Asia and 
the Middle East. The conflict between 
East and West has taken on the as¬ 
pects of a struggle for the minds of 
men. especially in the uncommitted na¬ 
tions of Asia, Africa, and Latin Amer¬ 
ica: a struggle to be fought with the 
weapons of prestige, subversion, politi¬ 
cal pressure, foreign aid, and foreign 
trade. Military alliances—in any con¬ 
test for men’s minds—are likely to be 
at best of minor importance, and at 
worst a political handicap. 

If the United States is to wage this 
struggle for the minds of men with 
any chance of success, it must devise 
a new grand strategy. Two fundamental 
reforms are called for: the integration 
of all the factors involved in the 
struggle—military, political, economic 
—for the single purpose of maintaining 
and expanding the influence of the 
non-Communist world; and the adap¬ 
tation of these various factors to the 
local conditions prevailing in any coun¬ 
try. The United States must develop, 
and act upon, a coherent philosophy 
of foreign aid and foreign trade. 

The uncommitted nations also con¬ 
front the United States with a problem 
in political organization. Many of the 
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new nations owe their existence to 
mere accidents of colonial history, and 
are therefore not likely to become 
viable political, economic, and military 
units within the boundaries they now 
occupy. They present a standing invi¬ 
tation for a new imperialism to estab¬ 
lish a new order where the old colonial 
order has disappeared, or they arc 
threatened with an anarchy which 
might well involve the rest of tlic world. 
This enormously complex problem will 
test the political creativity and deter¬ 
mination of the United States. 

It is obvious that the domestic poli¬ 
cies pursued by the United States, es¬ 
pecially in the field of race relations, 
are bound to have a direct influence 
upon its ability to wage the struggle 
for the minds of me;i. I'hc United States 
needs to be fully aware of this influence 
in its conduct of domestic policies. 
Where it cannot entirely control these 
policies, it must at least give moral 
support to the positions which conform 
most closely to the best traditions of 
America. Throughout the better part of 
American history, the foreign policy of 
the United States drew strength and 
its attractiveness to other nations from 
the character of its domestic politics. 
The American experiment in govern¬ 
ment and social organization was in¬ 
tended from the very outset not only 
for America but for the world. It was 
meant as a model for other nations to 
emulate. The United States must re¬ 
store that meaning. 

The outcome of these new policies 
will depend upon the kind of relations 
the United States is able to establish 
with the Communist bloc. If the.se re¬ 
lations should deteriorate further, the 
very success of the new policies might 
turn out to be self-defeating, bringing 
closer the probability of a third World 
War fought with nuclear weapons. 
Thus the United States must achieve the 
supreme task of statesmanship by suc¬ 


cessfully waging the competitive .strug¬ 
gle with the Communist bloc without 
at the same time increasing the risk of 
war. 

The first pre-condition for minimiz¬ 
ing that risk is the stabilization of the 
present territorial frontiers between the 
Western world and the Communist 
bloc. The second pre-condition is the 
maintenance of the Western nuclear 
deterrent. The risk of war will dimin¬ 
ish only in the measure that the points 
of conflict which might ignite a war 
can be reduced, at the same time that 
deterrence against the starting of a war 
is strengthened. 

Finally, even if the United States 
should be successful in the pursuit of all 
these policies, the United States and the 
world will still be confronted v/ith the 
mortal danger of the spread of atomic 
weapons to an indefinite number of 
nations. This danger the United States 
can cope with only in cooperation with 
the other great nations of the world. 
The prospect of such a spread is bound 
to become a reality unless the present 
trend is reversed; if the trend contin¬ 
ues, it is likely to cause unprecedented 
anarchy which will finally go beyond 
the control of the big powers. To bring 
nuclear weapons under supranational 
control is the overriding task of the age. 
History is likely to judge the United 
States by its approach to this task and 
its success in accomplishing it. 

THE CONDUCT AND FORMATION 
OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 

The character of a foreign policy con¬ 
ducted in a democracy is not deter¬ 
mined by the requirements of sound 
foreign policy alone. It is also charac¬ 
terized by the willingness of the do¬ 
mestic political forces, whose approval 
is either required by the Constitution 
or necessary for political reasons, to 
support the foreign policies favored by 
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the Executive Branch of the govern¬ 
ment. To secure that support becomes 
a prerequisite for the conduct of foreign 
policy. While it is certainly an exag¬ 
geration to say, as an eminent observer 
of American foreign policy has done, 
that 90 per cent of American for¬ 
eign policy consists of domestic politics, 
it is no less certain that an American 
administration which fails to secure do¬ 
mestic political support for its foreign 
policies will find itself incapable of 
pursuing those policies effectively. 

To secure support is bound to be a 
difficult task, for there exists an in¬ 
evitable incompatibility between the 
requirements of good foreign policy and 
the preferences of a democratically 
controlled public opinion. “Foreign 
politics,” says de Tocquevillc with 
special reference to the United States, 
“demand scarcely any of those qualities 
which are peculiar to a democracy; 
they require, on the contrary, the per¬ 
fect use of almost all those in which it 
is deficient ... a democracy can 
only with great difficulties regulate the 
details of an important undertaking, 
persevere in a fixed design, and work 
out its execution in spite of serious ob¬ 
stacles. It cannot combine its measures 
with secrecy or await their conse¬ 
quences with patience.” The history of 
foreign policy conducted under demo¬ 
cratic conditions illustrates the truth of 
these observations. The conditions un¬ 
der which popular support can be ob¬ 
tained for a foreign policy arc not 
necessarily identical with the conditions 
under which a foreign policy can be 
successfully pursued. Whenever these 
two sets of conditions diverge, those 
responsible for the conduct of foreign 
policy are confronted with a tragic 
choice. Either they must sacrifice what 
they consider good policy upon the 
altar of public opinion, or they must by 
devious means gain popular support 


for policies whose true nature is con¬ 
cealed from the public. 

Nations with a long experience in 
the conduct of foreign policy and a 
vivid awareness of its vital importance, 
such as Great Britain, have developed 
constitutional devices and political 
practices which tend to minimize the 
dangers to the vital interests of the na¬ 
tion inherent in the democratic conduct 
of foreign policy. Parliamentary democ¬ 
racy, especially under the conditions of 
the two-party system, provides in the 
Cabinet a mechanism which ensures 
the support, by the majority of the 
elected representatives of the people, of 
the foreign policies pursued. The col¬ 
lective parliamentary responsibility of 
the Cabinet compels the government to 
speak in foreign affairs with one voice, 
so that there can be no doubt, cither 
at home or abroad, about the govern¬ 
ment’s foreign policy at a particular 
moment. 

It is the peculiar quality of the con¬ 
duct of foreign policy in the United 
States that it maximizes the weaknesses 
inherent in the formulation and execu¬ 
tion of foreign policy under democratic 
conditions, and that it aggravates these 
inherent weaknesses by unique con¬ 
stitutional devices and political prac¬ 
tices. 

On the constitutional level, the 
method of conducting foreign policy 
is determined by four general char¬ 
acteristics of the American Constitu¬ 
tion: (1) its lack of definition in as¬ 
signing functions to the different 
agencies of the Government; (2) the 
separation of powers, which allows the 
executive and legislative branches of 
the Government to hold office, and 
within certain limits to pursue policies, 
without regard to the other; (3) the 
system of checks and balances, which 
within certain limits makes it possible 
for one branch of the Government to 
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prevent another branch from pursuing 
its policies; and (4) the requirement 
that under certain conditions measures 
can be taken by neither branch alone, 
but only through the concerted action 
of both. 

The Constitution nowhere makes 
clear with whom the ultimate responsi¬ 
bility for the conduct of foreign policy 
rests. It assigns to the President alone 
certain specific functions, such as the 
reception of foreign diplomatic repre¬ 
sentatives; it assigns others, such as the 
regulation of foreign commerce and the 
declaration of war, to Congress alone; 
it provides for still others, such as the 
conclusion of treaties, which the Presi¬ 
dent can discharge only in cooperation 
with the Senate. Apart from these 
specific grants, the Constitution limits 
itself to an over-all distribution of 
powers between the President and Con¬ 
gress by vesting in the former the ex¬ 
ecutive power and making him Com- 
mander-in-Chief of the armed forces, 
and by vesting all legislative powers 
and the power of appropriations in 
Congress. 

To locate, with the guidance of these 
“great generalities” and specific in¬ 
stances, the ultimate authority for the 
conduct of foreign policy is a task for 
constitutional theory and political prac¬ 
tice. Jefferson’s dictum that “The 
transaction of business with foreign 
nations is executive altogether” has 
claimed that ultimate authority for the 
President. On the other side of the 
argument, there is a chorus of voices 
which claim for the Senate, if not for 
both Houses of Congress, at least an 
equal share in the conduct of foreign 
policy. Constitutional theologies have 
covered these two positions with 
clusters of legalistic cobwebs, and have 
left the issue where the Constitution 
has left it—undecided. For in view 
of the affirmative powers granted by 


the Constitution to the President and 
Congress, the issue cannot be decided 
through constitutional interpretation. 
By giving some powers to the Presi¬ 
dent, some to the Senate, some to Con¬ 
gress, and by remaining silent on the 
ultimate responsibility for the conduct 
of foreign policy, the Constitution, in 
the words of Professor Corwin, an 
eminent expounder of its law, “is an 
invitation to struggle for the privilege 
of directing American foreign policy.” 
Just as the que.stion of the location of 
sovereignty in the United States, an 
issue similarly held in abeyance by the 
Constitution, had to be answered by 
a civil war, so the issue of the ultimate 
responsibility for the conduct of Ameri¬ 
can foreign policy is being decided in¬ 
dividually each time it arises, in a series 
of running battles between the Senate 
or the two Houses of Congress on one 
side and the executive branch on the 
other. Each side uses the weapons pro¬ 
vided by the Constitution as well as 
the extra-constitutional ones which 
have grown in its shadow. 

The political relations between the 
President and Congress are determined 
by the fact that the President can 
hardly ever be certain of the support 
of a majority of both Houses of Con¬ 
gress for his policies. This is obviously 
so when the President and the majority 
of Congress belong to different parties, 
but even if the President is a member 
of the majority party, a minority of his 
own party will regularly vote against 
the policies with which he is identified. 
This defection is somewhat offset by 
a minority of the opposition party gen¬ 
erally voting in favor of the President’s 
policies. Yet the traditional jealousy 
with which any Congress guards its 
prerogatives against any President 
tends to give the edge to the ho.stile 
minority of the President’s party. The 
President operates under the perpetual 
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threat that his policies will be disa¬ 
vowed by a bipartisan majority of Con¬ 
gress. 

To make such a threat come true 
Congress has at its command legisla¬ 
tion, appropriations, and resolutions. 
I'o the same end, the Senate alone has 
power over treaties and over the ap¬ 
pointment of diplomatic representatives 
and the high officials of the executive 
branch. This power of the Senate over 
appointments, by virtue of Article 11, 
Section 2, of the Constitution, is a 
potential threat in the field of foreign 
policy rather than an active weapon. 
The Senate has sometimes refused to 
confirm individuals nominated by the 
President to ambassadorial positions or 
high positions in the Department of 
State, but it has not used that power for 
the purpose of making it impossible for 
the President to pursue a certain for¬ 
eign policy. 

The weapon of legislation can be 
used in two different ways. Whenever 
a foreign policy needs to be imple¬ 
mented by legislation. Congress can 
modify, cma.sculatc, or negate the for¬ 
eign policy pursued by the executive 
branch. Congress can also take the 
initiative and, as in the case of the 
neutrality legislation of the thirties and 
the successive immigration acts, limit 
the President’s freedom of action 
through restrictive statutory provisions. 

The weapon of appropriations can 
be wielded in two different ways. Con¬ 
gress can cither withhold in part or in 
whole appropriations necessary to the 
execution of a certain foreign policy 
and thus cripple that policy or make its 
execution altogether impossible. The 
customary Congressional changes in 
appropriations for the Department of 
State, for foreign aid, and for informa¬ 
tion policies illustrate the potentialities 
of this weapon. The financial require¬ 
ments of present American foreign pol¬ 
icy make it the most potent of all the 


weapons at the di.spo.sal of Congress. 
Or Congress can attach a rider to an ap¬ 
propriation bill, providing expenditures 
for purposes not contemplated by the 
executive branch. In that case, the 
President must either reject the ap¬ 
propriation in loto and forego the 
policy for which the appropriation was 
to be used, or he must accept the ap¬ 
propriation in toto and against his bet¬ 
ter judgment execute a policy imposed 
upon him by Congress. Thus Congress 
in 1948 earmarked in the bill providing 
aid to Western Europe an appropriation 
for aid to China, a rider which the 
President had to accept since he did 
not want to jeopardize the European 
aid program. 

Through resolutions, either joint or 
by one of the Houses, Congress ex¬ 
presses its preferenee for certain 
policies. While such expression of pref¬ 
erence has no legally binding effect 
upon the executive branch, it indicates 
what kind of foreign policies Congress 
is likely to approve when called upon 
to act by way of legislation or ap¬ 
propriation. The Vandenberg Resolu¬ 
tion of 11th June, 1948, for instance, 
calling for the conclusion of regional 
compacts for the purpose of mutual 
defense, influenced the form in which 
the North Atlantic Treaty was sub¬ 
mitted to the Senate. 

Public opinion has come to regard 
the constitutional provision which re¬ 
quires approval of two-thirds of the 
Senate for treaties negotiated by the 
President as the main weapon by 
which one-third of the Senate members 
plus one can veto the foreign policies 
of the executive branch which have 
taken the form of international treaties. 
In view of the relations between 
majority and minority party mentioned 
above, and given a politically con¬ 
troversial issue calling for a partisan 
stand, the chances of a treaty being ap¬ 
proved by two-thirds of the Senate 
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arc slim. “A treaty entering the 
Senate,” wrote Secretary of State Hay 
summing up his bitter experience, “is 
like a bull going into the arena. No one 
can say just how and when the final 
blow will fall. But one thing is certain 
—it will never leave the arena alive.” 
The death-blows which the Senate 
dealt in the interwar years to Presi¬ 
dential policies of international co¬ 
operation arc remembered, for what¬ 
ever different reasons, by President 
and Senate. Their memory has exerted 
a powerful influence toward avoiding 
conflict situations and securing in ad¬ 
vance bipartisan support for the for¬ 
eign policies to be pursued by the ex¬ 
ecutive branch. 

The general power of Congress in 
the field of foreign affairs has been met 
by the President with the general 
weapon put at his disposal by his posi¬ 
tion as Chief Executive and Com- 
mander-in-Chief. The President has a 
natural eminence in the conduct of 
foreign affairs from which constitu¬ 
tional arrangements and political prac¬ 
tices can detract, but which they can¬ 
not obliterate. His powers in this field 
are, in the words of the Supreme Court, 
“delicate, plenary, and exclusive.” 
Short of the expenditure of money, 
the binding conclusion of treaties, and 
the declaration of war, the President 
can almost do as he pleases in formu¬ 
lating and executing foreign policies. 
He can, without reference to any other 
agency of government, make a public 
declaration of policy, such as the 
Monroe or Truman Doctrines. He can 
recognize or refuse to recognize a for¬ 
eign government, as successive Presi¬ 
dents did with respect to the govern¬ 
ment of the Soviet Union. He can give 
advice, make promises, enter into in¬ 
formal commitments as he sees fit. He 
can send the armed forces of the United 
States anywhere in the world and can 
commit them to hostile acts short of 


war. In sum, he can narrow the free¬ 
dom of choice which constitutionally 
lies with Congress to such an extent 
as to eliminate it for all practical pur¬ 
poses. If, for instance, the President 
had wanted to use armed force during 
the Berlin crisis of 1948 or in response 
to the military operations of Commu¬ 
nist China in the Straits of Taiwan dur¬ 
ing the late fifties, he could have done 
so on his own responsibility and com¬ 
mitted Congress to a declaration of 
war regardless of the latter's prefer¬ 
ences. The course of American policy 
tow'ard Germany and Japan during the 
initial phase of the second World War 
was determined primarily by Presi¬ 
dential action, and it was left to Con¬ 
gress to ratify or. at worst, to retard 
and weaken the consummation of that 
course. 

The asccndanc) of the President 
over Congress in the determination of 
American foreign policy is dramatically 
revealed by the extent to which the 
President has been able to circumvent 
Senate participation by substituting 
executive agreements, not requiring 
legislative approval, for formal treaties. 
The executive agreement has recently 
become the normal medium for inter¬ 
national compacts. Most of the great 
political understandings of the war 
years, from the destroyer deal to 
Potsdam, were concluded by the Presi¬ 
dent alone in the form of executive 
agreements. In 1939, ten treaties were 
concluded by the United States as op¬ 
posed to 26 executive agreements. The 
corresponding figures for the following 
years arc eloquent: 1940: 12—20. 
1941: 15—39, 1942: 6—52, 1943: 
4—71, 1944: 1—74, 1945: 6—54. 
They are even more eloquent for the 
decade starting in 1950: 1950; 12— 
59, 1951: 13—200, 1952: 20—356, 
1953; 12—128, 1954; 9—251, 1955; 
23—291, 1956: 10—241, 1957: 19— 
227,1958: 6—178, 1959: 13—227. 
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The relations between President and 
Congress, however, cannot be con¬ 
ceived only in terms of actual or 
potential conflict, but also in terms of 
cooperation. For while the power of 
the President is pre-eminent in starting 
the course of American foreign policy. 
Congress’s potential for obstruction re¬ 
mains, and the dependence of the Ex¬ 
ecutive upon Congressional consent 
has inereased with the expanding 
financial requirements of American for¬ 
eign policy. Since the end of the second 
World War, successive Presidents and 
Secretaries of State have developed a 
system of cooperation with Congress 
in the formulation and execution of 
foreign policy. Its main purpose is the 
avoidance of the situation, which was 
the undoing of Wilson, in which the 
minority party opposes Presidential 
policies primarily because they are 
the President’s and his party’s policies. 
It has become the established practice 
of the executive branch to brief, and 
consult with, the foreign policy experts 
of the two parties, especially those of 
the Senate, in advance of major steps to 
be taken, to secure their consent, and 
to take their advice into account. This 
practice has worked with different 
results in different fields of Ameri¬ 
can foreign policy. At times, the ex¬ 
ecutive branch has not dared to take 
a step for fear of Congressional disap¬ 
proval, and on other occasions. Con¬ 
gress has not dared to oppose certain 
policies proposed or initiated by the 
executive branch for fear it be accused 
of partisan obstruction. The over-all 
result, however, has been the formation 
of a coalition, composed of the majority 
of the two parties, in support of the 
President’s foreign policy. 

Bipartisanship, as originally con¬ 
ceived at the end of the second World 
War, carried the negative implication 
that a foreign policy ought not to be 
opposed by one party solely because 


the President and Secretary of State be¬ 
longing to the other party were cany 
ing it out. In positive terms, bipartisan¬ 
ship implied that the opposition party 
should support sound foreign policies 
and oppose unsound ones, regardless of 
the party alliliation of those carrying 
them out. Conceived in these terms, 
bipartisanship recognized the elemen¬ 
tary fact that the consequences of for¬ 
eign policy arc not limited, as arc those 
of many domestic ones, to a particular 
segment of the population identified 
with one or the other party, but affect 
the whole nation for generations to 
come. Bipartisanship drew from this 
fact the sound and indispensable con¬ 
clusion that party strife for its own 
sake must stop at the point where the 
whole nation meets other nations in 
defense of its interests and its very 
existence. 

Yet there is a point where the 
bipartisan policy of cooperation be¬ 
tween Executive and Congress reverts 
to the traditional pattern of conflict 
and competition. The insistence by 
Congress upon full use of its inquisi¬ 
torial powers becomes more jealous 
and bitter as the pre-eminence of the 
Executive in the conduct of foreign 
policy is unassailable, and Congres¬ 
sional frustration must find the sem¬ 
blance of relief in harassment and de¬ 
lay. Here is the crux of today’s 
relations between the executive branch 
and Congress concerning the conduct 
of foreign policy. It can safely be said 
that, in a period of international rela¬ 
tions dominated by the psychology and 
techniques of the Cold War, the execu¬ 
tive branch of the Government of the 
United States must make a greater ef¬ 
fort to maintain friendly relations with 
the United States Congress than with 
the Soviet Union. The constitutional 
separation of powers and the political 
practices growing from it, together with 
the stalemate in Russo-American diplo- 



THE AMERICAN TRADITION IN FOREIGN POLICY 221 


matic relations, have brought about the 
paradox of traditional diplomatic 
techniques of persuasion, pressure, and 
bargaining being applied by the execu¬ 
tive branch of the American Govern¬ 
ment in its relations with Congress 
rather than with foreign powers. 

Thus far we have referred to the 
President and the executive branch in 
their relations with Congress and for¬ 
eign powers as though ihc President 
and the executive branch were one 
single entity pursuing one single policy. 
Nothing could be farther from the 
truth. It is true that the President, as 
Chief Executive and Commandcr-in- 
Chief, has the constitutional power to 
impose his own conception of most for¬ 
eign alTairs upon the executive and 
military departments. In reality, how¬ 
ever, even so strong and astute a 
President as Franklin D. Roosevelt was 
unable to assume full control even of 
the Slate Department, the constitu¬ 
tional executor of his foreign policies. 

The reason for this anomaly must 
be sought in two factors. One is the 
absence of a Cabinet which could 
integrate the policies of the different 
executive departments in the field of 
foreign policy—the American Cabinet 
is an informal advisory body. The other 
factor is the frequent inability of the 
President to definitely resolve major 
dissensions between executive depart¬ 
ments or to meet head-on resistance to 
his policies on the part of an executive 
department, without risking inoppor¬ 
tune conflicts with Congress. Congress 
is always ready to take advantage of 
open dissensions within that branch. 
President Roosevelt, rather than tak¬ 
ing on a reluctant State Department, 
entrusted the execution of his more 
delicate and controversial foreign pol¬ 
icies to special representatives, operat¬ 
ing directly from the White House, 
or created special agencies for the 
performance of special functions. Some¬ 


times Roosevelt pursued foreign pol¬ 
icies of his own without even the knowl¬ 
edge of the State Department. The 
classic example is Roosevelt’s approval 
in June 1944 of the division of the 
Balkans into British and Russian 
spheres of influence, while for almost 
three weeks afterwards the State De¬ 
partment continued to pursue a policy 
of opposition to the Anglo-Russian 
agreement. Sometimes, as with regard 
to certain phases of Middle Eastern 
policy, the State Department emerges 
victorious from the struggle with the 
President. 

The problem of unity of action arises 
not only between the President and the 
executive departments, but also and es¬ 
pecially when strong Icedership from 
the White House is lacking, among the 
executive departments themselves, and 
even within them. Washington is the 
scene of continuous inter-office feuds, 
sometimes growing from real differ¬ 
ences of policy, more often the result of 
a mere struggle for power. The Hoover 
Commission on Organization of the Ex¬ 
ecutive Branch of the Government 
counted about 45 executive agencies, 
aside from the State Department, which 
are concerned with some phase of for¬ 
eign policy. While most of them deal 
only with minor matters, some have 
exerted an important influence upon the 
conduct of American foreign policy. 
Among them, the military establish¬ 
ment is outstanding. The main vehicle 
for its influence is the National Security 
Council, composed of the President, 
the Vice President, the Secretaries of 
State and Defense, and the director 
of the Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization as statutory members. 
Its purpose is “to advise the Presi¬ 
dent” in those fields of policy “re¬ 
lating to the national security.” In 
a period of Cold War, the whole field 
of foreign policy becomes the proper 
object of the Council’s advice. The Na- 
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tional Security Council has become the 
key agency through which the views of 
the executive departments are filtered. 
'I'hrough the daily reports of its execu¬ 
tive secretary it exerts a potent influ¬ 
ence upon the President’s mind. 

The task of coordinating American 
foreign policy under the President’s 
direction docs not end with the settle¬ 
ment of disputes between executive de¬ 
partments. It extends to the executive 
departments themselves and their repre¬ 
sentation abroad. Certain ambassadors, 
such as Dodd in Berlin and Kennedy in 
London in the thirties. Hayes in 
Madrid during the second World War, 
were able for months to pursue foreign 
policies at variance with the policies of 
the Slate Department, if not the Presi¬ 
dent. Generals Clay in Germany and 
MacArthur in Japan, during the period 
immediately following the second 
World War, in large measure formu¬ 
lated and executed their own policies 
which the executive departments con¬ 
cerned could do little else but ratify. 

The success of the American way 
of conducting foreign affairs is due 
to that elusive factor which gives 
direction and unity to the American 
political system on all levels—public 
opinion. The Constitution makes public 
opinion the arbiter of American policy 
by calling upon the American voter to 
pass judgment upon the President and 
his party every four years, upon all 
members of the House of Representa¬ 
tives and one-third of the membership 
of the Senate every other year. The 
American people live perpetually in a 
state of pre-election or election cam¬ 
paigns. Presidential and Congressional 
policies are always fashioned in antici¬ 
pation of what the voter seems likely to 
approve. The President, as the most 
exalted mouthpiece of the national will 
and the initiator of foreign policies, will 
test the state of public opinion by sub¬ 
mitting new policies in the tentative 


form of public addresses and messages 
to Congress. These new policies will 
then be pursued or shelved, accordin, 
to the reaction of public opinioi 
Democratic control of American loi- 
eign policy will depend largely upon 
the correctness of the President’s csti 
mate of the willingness of public opin¬ 
ion to support his policies, and upon his 
ability to marshal public opinion to that 
support. It is here that another, per¬ 
haps fundamental, weakness of the 
conduct of American foreign policy be¬ 
comes apparent. 

The state of American public 
opinion is ascertained by a special 
branch of the State Department and by 
the intuitive estimates of individuals 
through the media of press, radio, 
public opinion polls. Congress, and 
private communications. Yet the mass 
media of public opinion paint a dis¬ 
torted picture of the actual state of the 
American mind. While they may point 
with approximate accuracy to its lack 
of information, they give only a hint 
of its susceptibility to strong and wise 
leadership, derived from its native in¬ 
telligence and moral reserves. The 
President and State Department seem 
to be taking at face value the dis¬ 
couraging picture conveyed by the 
mouth pieces of public opinion of the 
moral and intellectual qualities of the 
American people. In particular, fear of 
what Congress might do to their policies 
has become a veritable obsession with 
many members of the executive de¬ 
partment, a fear derived from a mis- 
Judgment of the powers of Congress as 
an organ of public opinion. 

That this fear is not justified by the 
actual control of Congress over the 
conduct of foreign affairs has already 
been pointed out. That the temper of 
Congress and especially of the Senate 
is not necessarily representative of pub¬ 
lic opinion is evident from a considera¬ 
tion of the four factors which limit the 
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representative function of Coni;.css: 
the disproportionate influence of rural 
over urban representatives by virtue of 
the approportionnicnt of Congressional 
districts favoring the former; the dis¬ 
proportionate influence of the less 
populous states by virtue of the repre¬ 
sentation of all states, regardless of 
population, by two Senatoi • the dis¬ 
proportionate influence, upo; members 
of Congress, oi the spot- snen of 
special interest groups; ’ .ir;' y, the 
limited representative character of 
members of Congress frtim a number of 
Southern states by virtue of the limita¬ 
tion of the franchise to a small fraction 
of the population. 

The mistaken identification of press, 
radio, polls, and Congress with public 
opinion has had a distorting as well as 
paralyzing influence upon American 
foreign policy. It is here that the way 
American foreign policy is conducted 
has a direct bearing upon the kind of 
foreign policy pursued by the United 
States. By equating what Congress will 
approve with what the American 
people might be willing to support, 
President and State Department under¬ 
rate the intellectual and moral re¬ 
sources of the American people and 
are demanding less of the American 
people than they could obtain. In con¬ 
sequence, the foreign policies they 
present to public opinion for approval 
often stop short of what they deem 
necessary in the national interest. 

This fear of public opinion, espe¬ 
cially in the form of Congressional 
opinion, together with the ever-pre.sent 
risk of conflict between the Executive 
and Congress and within the executive 
branch itself, constitutes a very serious 
handicap for any fresh departure in 
foreign policy. If one wants to win 
the next election, if one wants to ad¬ 
vance in the bureaucratic hierarchy, if 
one wants to retain and increase the 
powers of one’s office, it is well to 


avoid conflict and to swim with the pre¬ 
vailing current. Yet any fresh de¬ 
parture in foreign policy, especially in 
a period of “cold war,” means con¬ 
flict—conflict with a half-informed and 
at times hysterical public opinion, con¬ 
flict with a suspicious and reluctant 
Congress, conflict between and within 
executive departments. Thus the for¬ 
eign policy of the Cold War, with its 
emphasis upon military preparations 
and its minimization of the traditional 
methods of diplomacy, is in a sense the 
foreign policy which the procedures of 
the American government are best 
fitted to conduct, although it is not the 
best fitted to preserve peace. The over¬ 
riding concern for the preservation of 
peace makes imperative a change in the 
methods and. more importantly, in the 
.spirit in which American foreign policy 
is conducted. 

The factors which determine the con¬ 
duct of American foreign policy co¬ 
operate as a brake upon executive 
initiative in foreign affairs. The evils 
which dc Tocquevillc finds in the demo¬ 
cratic conduct of foreign affairs are 
compounded by the peculiarities of the 
American constitutional and political 
system. Not only docs Congress act as 
a brake upon the executive branch, as 
it should, but so does public opinion, 
which ought to provide the fuel to 
carry American foreign policy forvv'ard. 
In that task of re-establishing public 
opinion as an independent positive 
force, the responsibility of the Presi¬ 
dent is paramount. 

The President must reassert his 
historic role as both the initiator of 
policy and the awakencr of public 
opinion. Only a strong, wise, and 
shrewd President can marshall to the 
support of wise policies the strength 
and wisdom latent in that slumbering 
giant, American public opinion. Yet 
while it is true that great men have 
rarely been elected President of the 
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United States, it is upon that greatness, 
which is the greatness of its people 
personified, that the United States has 
had to rely in the conduct of its foreign 
affairs. It is upon that greatness that 
Western Civilization must rely for its 
survival. 
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THE BACKGROUND OF JAPANESE 
FOREIGN POLICY 

In geopolitical terms, there are some 
obvious reasons for making a rough 
comparison between Japan and Great 
Britain. Both are island societies lying 
within the Temperate Zone and close to 
a great continental mass. From earliest 
times, cultural interaction 
with the continent has 
been vital in shaping the 
character of each society; 
each has definitely been a 
part of the larger cultural 
orbit centering upon the 
continent. The sea, how¬ 
ever, has been both a lane 
and a barrier. It has pre¬ 
vented recent invasions, enabling the 
development of a relatively homogene¬ 
ous people who despite many foreign 
adaptations have retained a strong 
quality of uniqueness. Thus the en¬ 
circling sea has been important to 
culture as well as to livelihood and de¬ 
fense. It has also been central to the 
historic policy dilemma over isolation 
versus continental involvement. This 
has been the basic foreign policy issue 
of both societies throughout their exist¬ 
ence. And in recent eras, the interac¬ 
tion between internal and external 


pressures has been such as to present 
essentially the same answer to this 
question in both Japan and Great Brit¬ 
ain. The growth of foreign pressures 
and the needs flowing from moderni¬ 
zation—the scarcity of certain ilomcstic 
resources combined with the rise of 
unused power—these and other factors 
led to regional and then global com¬ 
mitment. There is the 
temptation to add that for 
both societies there now 
exists the need to adjust 
to a permanent decline in 
world power. This analy¬ 
sis, of course, stresses the 
similarities, not the dif- 
crences. The latter will 
become apparent as we 
turn now to the Japanese scene. 

The Tokugawa era 

The diplomacy of modern Japan 
opened in the mid-nineteenth century 
on a decidedly reluctant and confused 
note. Prior to Perry’s arrival in 1853, 
the Japanese government had pursued 
a rigorous policy of isolation toward 
the outside world for over two hundred 
years. It abandoned that policy only 
under strong pressure and with many 
misgivings. Isolation had first been im- 


225 


ROBERT 

A. 

SCALAPINO 



226 


ROBERT A. 


SCALAPINO 


posed as a method of maintaining in¬ 
ternal stability. When the Tokugawa 
family first came to power in Japan in 
J606, the West had already been rep¬ 
resented in the country for fifty years. 
Missionaries and traders had come in 
a steady stream, first from Portugal and 
Spain, then from the Netherlands and 
Eng]and. In the first years of the 
Tokugawa era, however, abuses were 
regularly reported to the government. 
Christian converts among the provin¬ 
cial nobility sought Western arms or 
alliances to fortify their position 
against the central regime. Western 
trade also became a means of augment¬ 
ing local power, especially in the 
Kyushu area. Between 1616 and 1641, 
therefore, the Tokugawa government 
applied a series of anti-Christian and 
anti-trade edicts, leading up to a policy 
of almost total exclusion of the West. 
As is well known, only the Dutch were 
allowed to trade, very restrictedly, at 
Nagasaki. This, together with some 
limited relations with China and 
Korea, constituted Japanese foreign 
relations until the middle of the nine¬ 
teenth century. 

To draw up a balance sheet upon the 
isolation policy is not easy. It can be 
argued that had Western intercourse 
been allowed to continue, Japan might 
well have plunged into chaos and war¬ 
fare, subsequently suffering the colonial 
fate of Southeast Asia. On the other 
hand, isolation clearly exacted its price. 
This is true not merely in terms of in¬ 
stitutions and material developments, 
but also in the realm of emotions and 
attitudes. Isolation always breeds some 
of the symbols of the garrison state— 
cxclusivism, ethnocentrism, and xeno¬ 
phobia, accompanied by mounting 
fears of the unknown, outside world. 
Most of these factors have been present 
in the Japanese scene, helping to shape 
the foreign policies and attitudes of 
that nation. 


But in its time, Tokugawa isolation 
seemed to present only one major 
problem to Japan: how to maintain it? 
The expansion of the West toward Asia 
was building up an intense pressure 
upon Japan by the beginning of the 
nineteenth century. From the north, 
the Russians were moving forward on 
a broad front; Saghalien, the Kuriles, 
and even Hokkaido .seemed threatened. 
Overtures for trade and coaling sta¬ 
tions were made and rejected. At the 
same time, English intrusions began 
to take place in the southwest. These 
events were climaxed by news of the 
Opium War and repeated warnings 
from the Dutch. A debate began to 
shape up in Japan over fundamental 
policies. 

This debate enabled Japanese na¬ 
tionalism to come forward, borne aloft 
by intellectuals from the agrarian-mili¬ 
tary class, and rooted in the primitive 
mythology of Shintoism. It was a move¬ 
ment with many facets: in part, 
dedicated to aVestitution of Imperial 
prerogatives and their defense against 
Tokugawa usurpation; in part, an attack 
upon the long-standing intellectual 
Nsubservience to China and an insistence 
upon the unique character and basic 
priorities of Japan; and finally, a fierce 
assault upon Western encroachment 
born out of an admixture of condescen¬ 
sion and fear. All of these factors were 
implied in the chief slogan of the era, 
\sonno-joi, “Revere the Emperor; oust 
the Barbarians.” 

In the preeise form just described, 
this movement did not enjoy complete 
success, but within its evolution and 
adaptations was carried the destiny of 
modern Japan. That evolution followed 
in some measure the broad stages 
characteristic of the whole panorama 
of Asian-Western relations during this 
period, whether stated in policy or in¬ 
tellectual terms; an initial stage 
dominated by the total rejection of 
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Westernism as barbarian by definition, 
inferior to and completely incompati¬ 
ble with the Asian way of life; a sec¬ 
ond stage, in which Western science 
and technology—distilled into the un¬ 
forgettable spectacle of Western power 
—were aceorded a begrudging but none¬ 
theless deeply felt respect, from which 
followed, after much soul-searching 
and confusion, a conscious majority 
decision to attain these sources of 
power while holding firmly to tradi¬ 
tional values; and thence ituvitahly 
there developed that stage in which 
such a rigid and unrealistic dichotomy 
as that between technology and values 
had to be abandoned in favor of a more 
broadly based and integral synthesis, 
the exact ingredients and balance of 
which have depended upon the back¬ 
ground and convictions of each in¬ 
dividual or group. It is within this 
general trend—its various exceptions, 
time-lags, and all-important local dis¬ 
tinctions not to be ignored—that the 
major elements of foreign policy in 
modern Asia have taken shape. Japan 
has been no exception. 

Even before the arrival of Perry, a 
small group of Japanese intellectuals 
had begun to question the policy of 
rigid isolation. Out of “Dutch learn¬ 
ing” had come exciting ideas; and there 
grew in some minds the desirability of 
leading the commercial revolution 
rather than fighting it, and of using for¬ 
eign trade to develop power. How else 
could the intriguing slogan, “A rich 
country; a powerful soldiery,” be ef¬ 
fected; how else could Japan defend 
herself against Western imperialism? 
But this group was a small minority in 
the early period. Even the Tokugawa 
government supported the opening of 
the country orily as a temporary ex¬ 
pedient until force could be garnered 
to throw out the West. In accepting 
Perry’s demands, it decided to accede 
rather than risk war, but it gave as little 


ground as possible. With the initial 
step taken, however, it was impossible 
to retreat. Our first envoy, 'I'ownsend 
Harris, secured major liberalization of 
the Perry treaty in 1858, and similar 
rights were soon granted to other West¬ 
ern powers. From this date Japan was 
truly opened up to Western commerce, 
and shortly the Tokugawa regime was 
even to seek assistance in developing 
arsenals and shipyards. “Support the 
government” and “Open the country” 
seemed to be slogans indissolubly 
linked. 

Yet basically, Tokugawa policy re¬ 
mained more a product of pressure 
than of purpose, and tiiis fact worked 
against the effectiveness of the policy. 
Beset by many problems, the regime 
grew steadily weaker; its capacity to 
act vigorously in any direction dimin¬ 
ished. It satisfied neither the West, 
which complained of its inability to 
control unruly elements, nor the 
provincial samurai, who regarded the 
central government as arch-appeasers. 
As so often happens in history, the 
regime in power found by tortuous 
means the only feasible policy for na¬ 
tional survival—in this case, the policy 
of opening the country—but in the 
course of reaching that policy it was 
itself fatally weakened so that the 
actual execution and fulfillment of the 
policy had to pass to other hands. 

Meiji foreign policy 

In 1867, the Tokugawa regime was 
finally overthrown and the young Em¬ 
peror Meiji was “restored” to the posi¬ 
tion of ruler, a position which the na¬ 
tionalists claimed the Tokugawa family 
had stolen. But real power in Meiji 
Japan gravitated into the hands of a 
small group of Court officials and 
young leaders of the former military 
class. Their first major objective in 
foreign policy became that of removing 
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the blemish of the unequal treaties, 
thereby attaining “complete independ¬ 
ence” and equity with the Western 
powers. This task proved more dilficult 
than they had expected; to accomplish 
it took nearly three decades. The West¬ 
ern powers, and particularly Great 
Britain, saw no reason to rcvi.se the 
treaties until Japanese standards came 
close to Western norms. I'hc Japanese 
discovered that treaty revision was 
closely connected with basic reform in 
such fields as law and commerce. Thus 
the Iwakura mis.sion, which left for 
the West so hopefully in 1871 to per¬ 
suade the powers to abandon the fixed 
tariffs and extraterritoriality, came 
home realizing that many internal de¬ 
velopments had first to be undertaken. 

Through the years, “modernization” 
progressed by means of German, 
French, British, and American models. 
Japanese economic and military power 
showed remarkable gains. Law and 
order prevailed despite occasional do¬ 
mestic crises. Finally, in 1894, after 
repeated failures, the first great objec¬ 
tive of Japanese foreign policy was 
obtained: agreements with the West 
were concluded on basic treaty revi¬ 
sions, all of which went into effect by 
1899. As the nineteenth century ended, 
Japan had become the first nation of 
Asia to attain nearly complete parity 
with the West in legal terms. She had 
done so in part by satisfying the West 
that she was prepared to abide by the 
general rules of Western conduct, in 
part by the obvious facts of her internal 
progress and stability, and in part by 
her persistence and by certain clear 
signs that inequity toward Japan had 
reached a point of diminishing returns. 

In the long struggle for treaty revi¬ 
sion, latent elements of anti-foreignism 
occasionally came to the surface in 
various forms. Officials deemed ob¬ 
sequious to foreign powers, too pro- 
Western in their own personal habits, 


or disrespectful of Japanese tradition 
ran grave risks. 1 he history of these 
years is filled with records of assassina¬ 
tion plots, some successful, against 
more moderate leaders. This was one 
price to be paid for cultivating a na¬ 
tionalist movement so assiduously 
while scarcely daring to admit its ex¬ 
cesses. But quite apart from its ex¬ 
tremists, Japanese society as a whole 
tended to react in pcndulumlike fashion 
to the West. In many respects this was 
most natural. Periods of intensive bor¬ 
rowing and adaptation at both individ¬ 
ual and group levels would be followed 
by noticeable retreats, with the primary 
targets being those excesses and ab¬ 
surdities most easily discernible, but 
with secondary attacks ranging over as 
broad a front as conditions would per¬ 
mit. On the one hand, Japan wanted 
to catch up with the West, be accepted 
as a “progressive” and “civilized” na¬ 
tion, and match the West in the areas 
of its own talents; in addition, a very 
genuine fondness for things Western 
was entertained by many Japanese, 
great and small. But on the other hand, 
in this period of intensive nationalist 
indoctrination, and when the old anti- 
foreign traditions were not yet com¬ 
pletely dead, the periodic cry of “ex¬ 
cessive Europeanization!” or “un-Jap¬ 
anese practices!” could be rendered 
with telling effect. Moreover, if selected 
aspects of Westernism appealed to al¬ 
most everyone, there was no wide¬ 
spread desire to abandon the main 
stream of Japanese culture or customs. 
These factors arc not completely absent 
from contemporary Japan. 

During the early Mciji era, there 
were strong overtones of defensiveness 
in Japanese policy and psychology. But 
the climate was also ripe for the rise 
of expansionism. Northeast Asia was 
largely a vacuum of power, tended 
haphazardly by the sick man of Asia, 
China, on the one hand, and the some- 
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what stronger but essentially unstable 
and overcommittcd Czarist forces on 
the other. The Japanese mission seemed 
even clearer when it could be posed 
against the prospects of continuous 
Korean turmoil and the increasing 
threat of Western imperialism in this 
entire area. The theme of “Asia for the 
Asians” was first applied here, and 
sometimes by sincere men who had a 
vision of liberating other Asians from 
backwardness and Western d miination, 
sharing with them the fruits of the new 
era in Japan. Private societies like the 
Genyosha (Black Current Society) and 
the Kokuryitkai (Amur River Society) 
emerged to exercise a great induence 
on Japanese foreign policy as influen¬ 
tial pressure groups on behalf of a 
forceful continental policy with some 
such objectives in mind. 

The “ideology” of expansionism was 
complex, and it knew no single form 
of expression. From one perspective, 
groups like the Kokuryukai represented 
the past, holding firm to Japanc.se Con¬ 
fucianism, exalting the primitive myth¬ 
ology that surrounded the Emperor- 
centered state, ultranationalists of a 
peculiarly medieval type. Yet from an¬ 
other point of view these same men 
were radicals associated with the new 
era. Wherever Asian nationalism took 
root, they were willing to give it nour¬ 
ishment, even when its ideological bases 
were greatly dilTcrcnt from their own. 
To movements as widely disparate as 
those of Aguinaldo and Sun Yat-sen 
their assistance was given freely, and 
in this they often went beyond what 
the Japanese government was willing or 
prepared to do. Moreover, there was 
an element of radicalism in their ap¬ 
proach to internal affairs as well, 
though its source might be largely tra¬ 
ditional. Decrying the corruption, ma¬ 
terialism, and excessive wealth of the 
new order, they demanded stringent 
internal reforms, some of which could 


be considered national sociali.st in char¬ 
acter. Thus were connected the themes 
of internal reform and external expan¬ 
sion as twins that were to have recur¬ 
rent echoes throughout modern Japa¬ 
nese history. 

The goals of the expansionists re-/ 
ccived their first major advance in the / 
extraordinary decade between 1895 
and 1905. Prior to that time, Japan 
had already added the Ryukyu islands 
and the Bonins to her domain, and 
made more secure her northern out¬ 
post, Hokkaido, by extensive coloniza¬ 
tion, but these were not spectacular 
ventures. By 1894, however, Japanese 
leadership was ready to challenge 
China, the weakest of her rivals, for 
influence on the Korean peninsula. For 
Japan, the war was unexpectedly short 
and easy, the first of a series of wars 
that “paid.” The Western-style training 
and the nationalist indoctrination of her 
conscript military forces stood the in¬ 
itial test with flying colors. For China, 
defeat at the hands of a foe long re¬ 
garded with some contempt, and 
treated at best as a pupil, was a pro¬ 
found shock. Demands for fundamen¬ 
tal reform were now renewed, espe¬ 
cially by younger intellectuals, and 
against Manchu resistance China was 
pushed toward accelerated change and 
revolution. 

In Japan the implications of victory 
were fourfold. The beginnings of the 
Japanese Empire were laid, and the 
first tentative steps as a modern con¬ 
tinental power were taken; China ceded 
Formosa, the Pescadores, and, for a 
time, the Liaotung Peninsula until the 
intervention of Russia, France, and 
Germany forced its return. And China 
was eliminated as a serious competitor 
in the Korean contest. Second, the war 
served as a further stimulus to indus¬ 
trial growth and general economic de¬ 
velopment. In an atmosphere of patri¬ 
otic fervor, industrial investment and 
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expansion were undertaken, with an 
emphasis upon heavy industry. The 
war boom brought prosperity; and 
afterwards, .Japan received both indem¬ 
nities and new China markets. Third, 
Japan enjoyed a sharp rise in her world 
prestige; most of the West looked on 
approvingly as their most apt pupil 
demonstrated her progress and valor, 
and it was in the aftermath of this 
victory that Japan began to be received 
in Western circles with some semblance 
of equality. Finally, these factors natu¬ 
rally accrued to the credit of the nation¬ 
alist movement and to the prestige of 
the military class. The professional 
soldier, his samurai traditions now sup¬ 
plemented by Western science and by 
a new sense of mission not prc.sent in 
the J’okugawa era, promised to play 
a vital role in determining the future 
of his society. 

In the aftermath of the Sino-Japa- 
ne.se War a crucial decision had to be 
made. Japan was dedicated to increas¬ 
ing her tics with other Asian societies 
and providing leadership for them when 
possible. But to obtain these objectives 
and to have any basic security for her¬ 
self, she needed a major alliance with 
a non-Asian power. This was still the 
world of the nineteenth century, when 
Europe collectively exercised a global 
influence, and when the unfolding of 
European power politics had a direct 
and immediate effect upon the non- 
European world. With the United 
States, Japan needed only to achieve 
some general agreement that would 
serve to neutralize potential conflict; 
indeed, she could expect no more, since 
American commitments toward the 
Pacific were still very limited even after 
the annexation of the Philippines. The 
major powers in Asia were Great 
Britain and Russia, and between these 
two, the choice had to be made. 

Initially, top political circles in Ja¬ 
pan were divided. Men like Ito and 


Inoue hoped for an agreement with 
Russia that would establish long-term 
peaec in northeast Asia on the basis 
of satisfying mutual interests. Had such 
an agreement been reached, Japanese 
expansion might have been directed 
toward the south at a much earlier 
point. An alliance with Great Britain. 
on the other hand, was recognized as 
a step toward stabilization in the south 
and fluidity in the northeast. Not 
merely in this respect, however, but in 
every respect, Japanese foreign policy 
was affected for nearly two decades by 
the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902. 
This pact was widely heralded as in¬ 
suring the peace of Asia. Within cer¬ 
tain limits, perhaps it did contribute to 
that end. England, now finished with 
isolation, needed global alliances to 
protect her global interests. In the 
Western hemisphere she cultivated the 
United States; in Asia she directed her 
attentions to Japan. Once established, 
the allianee not only supported the 
status quo in south and southeast Asia; 
it also provided within the limitations 
of British policy some protection for 
China. In exchange, Japanese “spe¬ 
cial interests” in northeast Asia were 
given recognition by the leading power 
of the world. Under sueh conditions 
Japan could scarcely afford not to ad¬ 
vance those interests. 

Thus the first fruit of the Anglo- 
Japanese Alliance was not peace but 
war. The question of Japanese or Rus¬ 
sian hegemony over northeast Asia, 
having its antecedents back as far as 
the seventeenth century, was now given 
over to military decision. As is well 
known, Japanese victory against a 
weary and distracted foe was swift. 
From the Portsmouth Treaty Japan 
emerged in control of much of north¬ 
east Asia as the first Asian world 
power. The fruits of defeat and victory 
were similar to those of the Sino- 
Japancse War: to the defeated—soul- 
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searching, unrest, and revolution; to 
the victor—a new gain of territory and 
fame. Clear title was obtained to the 
Kuriles, and southern Saghalien was 
added to the Empire; control over 
Korea could no longer be challenged, 
although outright annexation did not 
come until 1910; the Manchurian- 
Mongolian area also fell within the 
shadow of expanding Japanese power, 
a situation placing new pressure upon 
China. Again, Japanese industry had 
enjoyed great expansion as a part of 
the war effort, with some support from 
British and American loans. And once 
more Japanese nationalism had risen 
to the test. Only a handful of intellec¬ 
tual pacifists and radicals denounced 
the war; the great majority of the 
people had been deeply loyal to the 
cause of a greater Japan. 

Some costs for the victory could be 
tabulated. One lay on the surface. Na¬ 
tionalist propaganda had been carried 
so far during the war that many patriots 
assumed that the peace would be dic¬ 
tated in Moscow, not realizing that a 
long war of attrition might be danger¬ 
ous for a smaller country. Conse¬ 
quently, ugly riots broke out over the 
Portsmouth settlement and the govern¬ 
ment had difficulty in restoring order. 
There were also deeper costs to be 
tallied. At home, militarism had grown 
stronger; the non-conformist had little 
protection, either in law or by the 
customs of his society. Abroad, Japan 
was moving into a new orbit of power 
and influence, but as a result, she was 
now the object of new suspicions and 
fears, some of them coming from such 
traditional supporters as the United 
States and Great Britain. Already it 
seemed likely that the critical test might 
be China. 

In partial recompense, immediately 
ahead lay an era of unprecedented in¬ 
fluence for Japan throughout Asia. It 
was an influence, moreover, derived 


from much more than mere military 
prowess. There is no doubt that most 
of the Asian world experienced a thrill 
at the Japanese victory over Russia, 
because it gave hope that the West 
could be beaten at its own game. But 
in the broader sense, Japan had be¬ 
come the symbol of the new Asia, a 
s(x:iety that had successfully made the 
transition toward modernization by a 
process of synthesizing new ideas with 
its indigenous culture. In the Japanese 
context Western science and progress 
had come alive, and from this experi¬ 
ence the rest of Asia had much to learn. 
The success of Japanese nationalism 
was also a tremendous stimulus, even 
though its precise ideological forms 
might not be acceptable elsewhere. 
'I'hus as this era unfolded Japan em¬ 
barked upon an extensive career as 
model, tutor, and leader to eager 
Asians everywhere. Thousands of stu¬ 
dents flocked to Tokyo and other Jap¬ 
anese centers of learning and industry. 
The majority came from China, but 
every section of Asia was represented 
in some degree. Likewise, Asian na¬ 
tionalist movements found in Japan a 
haven and source of support. Their 
leaders in exile wrote polemics, col¬ 
lected funds, and sometimes obtained 
oflicial encouragement. Tokyo became 
a revolutionary center for the Far East. 
Japan was riding the crest-tide of the 
developing “Asia for the Asians” move¬ 
ment. 

Already, however, the central prob¬ 
lem of Japanese foreign policy was 
becoming that of distinguishing the thin 
line between acceptable leadership in 
Asia and unwelcome domination. This 
problem could be put in various forms. 
Would Japane.se national interests in 
the long run be made compatible with 
the Asian march toward independence? 
Would Japanese technological, eco¬ 
nomic, and political assistance to Asia 
rest upon mutual benefit and truly co- 
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operative bases, or were the methods 
and intentions such as to be readily 
labelled the underpinnings of Japanese 
imperialism? Did the Japanese have, or 
would they acquire a fitting psychology 
for world leadership, or would their 
actions and attitudes be marked by 
cthnocentrism, insecurity, and brutal¬ 
ity, thereby producing the hatred of 
those whom they wished to persuade? 
From these, the universal questions ot 
twentieth-century relations between ad¬ 
vanced and lagging societies, Japanese 
foreign policy was by no means im¬ 
mune. The events of the first World 
War accentuated the issues. 

The rise of Japan as a world power 

The first World War was the third con¬ 
flict within a generation to pay hand¬ 
some and immediate dividends to the 
cause of Japanese prestige. It is not 
difficult to understand why later glori¬ 
fication of war by Japanese militarists 
produced such weak rebuttals from 
the society as a whole. Against the true 
desires of her ally, Japan entered the 
war “to fulfill her obligations under the 
Anglo-Japanese Alliance.” She pro¬ 
ceeded to capture without difficulty the 
German holdings on the Chinese Shan¬ 
tung Peninsula and in certain other 
parts of the Pacific. With this mission 
accomplished, she directed her ener¬ 
gies to supplying the Asian markets 
cut off from their normal European 
contacts, and to providing her Western 
' allies with the materials of war. These 
tasks required enormous industrial ex- 
pansion. Indeed, it was at the close of 
this period that industrial productivity 
overtook agrarian productivity in yen 
value, and Japan could thereby claim 
to have moved into the ranks of indus¬ 
trial societies. 

These trends and complemcntal fac¬ 
tors elsewhere stimulated the drive for 
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a more intensive China policy. The 
Manchu dynasty had fallen in the Rev¬ 
olution of 1911 , but in its major ob¬ 
jectives that revolution had failed. The 
Chinese scene was now marked by deep 
political cleavages, with rival factions 
striving desperately for both internal 
and external support. With Europe 
fully engaged in a bloody “civil war” 
and the United States prepared to go 
no further than a policy of moral sua¬ 
sion, Japan was soon heavily involved in 
Chinese politics. In 1915, the Japanese 
government demanded an extensive 
list of concessions from the Yuan Shih- 
k’ai regime, known as the “Twenty- 
one Demands.” These were bitterly re¬ 
sisted by China with some success. 
But Japanese influence moved steadily 
forward by means of loans, advisers, 
and technical assistance. Yet Japan 
soon acquired a new image in China: 
that of the chief enemy to Chinese na¬ 
tionalism. This era was climaxed by the 
historic May Fourth Movement, now 
widely heralded by the Chinese Com¬ 
munists as their point of origin, a fer¬ 
vent demonstration against Versailles 
and Japanese imperialism spearheaded 
by Peking students and spreading 
throughout China in May 1919. 

At the close of the first World War, 
however, there could be no question 
that Japan had become a world power. 
She was the one major nation besides 
the United States to emerge from that 
war in a stronger position. Her pre¬ 
eminence in East Asia could not be 
doubted despite the uncertain new force 
of Bolshevism. What were the ingredi¬ 
ents of this power as the third decade 
of the twentieth century began? 

One source clearly derived from the 
evolving economic capacities of Jap¬ 
anese society. Perhaps the full secret 
of the Japanese industrial revolution 
still escapes us. However, in its es¬ 
sence, it seems to have involved the 
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capacity of Japanese society to utilize 
effectively selected elements of West¬ 
ern technique and experience, adapting 
these to its own cultural and timing 
proclivities without duplicating cither 
the historical context of Western devel¬ 
opment or the precise set of Western 
drives, impulses, and incentives. To¬ 
ward this process were contributed both 
the conscious purposes of state and the 
remarkable talents of a people who 
could display creativencss through 
integration and discipline. By 1920, 
japan was already becoming the work¬ 
shop of Asia. Her large factories, 
equipped in many cases with the most 
modern machinery, contributed such 
basic products as textiles in great vol¬ 
ume; at the same time, an infinite 
variety of cheap manufactured items 
flowed out of the thousands of small 
and medium plants that formed the 
base of the pyramidal Japanese indus¬ 
trial structure. Sharing with manage¬ 
ment the credit for such productivity 
was the new Japanese labor force, 
abundant in numbers, cheap in cost, 
malleable within limits to its new task, 
moving out of the paddy fields into the 
factories and acquiring sufficient know¬ 
how to give Japan an industrial charac¬ 
ter of which their fathers could not have 
dreamed. 

But if manpower was a strength, it 
was also a problem—and one that now 
began to have an overt influence upon 
policy. Shortly after the first World 
War the Japanese population reached 
sixty million, more than double the 
figure at the beginning of the Meiji era. 
In many respects the facilities existing 
within Japan to accommodate this great 
mass already seemed seriously strained, 
yet no levelling-off was in sight. In¬ 
creasing talk of lehensraum was inevi¬ 
table. And if the population explosion 
had produced an abundance of cheap 
labor, by the same token, it had placed 


certain limits upon the consumption 
capacities of the domestic market, 
throwing increased emphasis upon for¬ 
eign trade. 

Other factors underlined Japanese 
dependence upon foreign lands. The 
four main islands of Japan were not 
richly blessed with those natural re¬ 
sources vital to the industrial develop¬ 
ment of this period. Coal was present 
in sufficient quantities except for high- 
grade coking coal, but iron ore was 
very limited, petroleum negligible, and 
most essential metals were cither ab¬ 
sent or availaole only in modest quan¬ 
tity. Moreover, because of her limited 
land space and her location. Japan had 
to import many of the agricultural 
resources to supply her industries; raw 
cotton and rubber were two prominent 
examples. The Japanese empire of this 
period was helpful; from Formosa, 
Saghalicn, and particularly from Korea 
came important raw materials and 
food-stuffs. However, the larger needs 
lay outside these areas, and the Man- 
churia-Mongolian region could be 
depicted in impressive economic terms. 

If we revert to our discussion of the 
ingredients of Japanese power, those 
in the military and political realm cer¬ 
tainly cannot be overlooked. The Jap¬ 
anese navy had become the third largest 
in the world, and her army in size, 
equipment, and training dwarfed other 
forces readily available in this part of 
the world. There was no foreign force 
that seemed prepared to challenge suc¬ 
cessfully a Japanese force that was fully 
committed in its own territories or in 
any part of East Asia. The size and 
equipment of the Japanese military was 
a testament to the lavish yearly budget¬ 
ary contributions of the people; the 
morale of that force was a tribute to 
intensive indoctrination, sustained by 
the realities of great political power 
and prestige within the society. 



234 ROBERTA. 

Politics in its broader reaches also 
fitted into the power quotient. For a 
society without totalitarian restraints 
(albeit one strongly paternal-authori¬ 
tarian in character), Japan presented a 
picture of remarkable stability up to 
this point. Beside a handful of intel¬ 
lectual radicals there were few who 
would dare (or think) to question 
Kokutai, “the national polity,” or more 
vaguely, the Japanese Way of Life. 
Thus state decisions, especially in the 
realm of foreign policy, could be taken 
on the assumption that they would be 
accepted with a maximum of conform¬ 
ity. The oracles of national interest 
could speak without fear of discordant 
responses, at least so long as they spoke 
within a consistently nationalist frame¬ 
work. What leadership group has not 
found some advantage in this? 

Yet as the postwar era began, there 
were indications that Japanese politics 
might be drastically affected by the 
democratic tides. The influence of 
Western liberalism, crowned by the 
global idealism of Woodrow Wilson, 
was strongly felt in Japanese intellec¬ 
tual and urban circles. Party govern¬ 
ment had assumed new importance, 
the oflice of Premier was held for the 
first time by a commoner, and the 
movement for universal suffrage was 
receiving widespread support. Japan’s 
“liberal era” was opening, bringing 
with it some serious efforts to establish 
parliamentary and civilian supremacy 
in Japanese politics. Temporarily at 
least, the long-entrenchcd bureaucrats 
and even the military had to move to 
the defensive. For the latter, the Si¬ 
berian Expedition was the first clearly 
unrewarding venture abroad. And how¬ 
ever strong the attempt to shift blame 
to political timidity and lack of resolu¬ 
tion at home, the army could not pre¬ 
vent some questions from arising in 
the public mind. 
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Hence, moderation in foreign policy 
during this period was possible. At 
the Washington Conference, Japan ac¬ 
cepted the famous 5-5-3 naval ratio 
with the United States and Great Brit¬ 
ain. despite the bitter protests of her 
naval authorities. She agreed to the 
return of the Shantung concessions. 
Withdrawal from Siberia was slowly 
and cautiously undertaken. One cabinet 
even had the audacity to retrench 
sharply the military budget, and there 
were some discussions (although no 
action) on a permanent reduction in 
the institutional power of the military 
in Japanese government. During this 
era no figure symbolized moderation 
in foreign policy more than Kijuro 
Shidchara, Foreign Minister under the 
Minseilo Cabinets. Shidehara was a 
conservative, a nationalist, and a loyal 
servant of the Emperor. He believed 
that Japan had “special interests” in 
northeast Asia and a special responsi¬ 
bility toward China. But he wanted to 
avoid a “get-tough” policy which would 
only provoke boycotts, anti-Japanese 
hostility, and possibly war. Rather he 
hoped Japanese influence could be ex¬ 
erted through trade, financial agree¬ 
ments, and political negotiation. 

Militarism and defeat 

The “liberal era” was short-lived. With 
its collapse went much of the hope for 
moderation either at home or abroad. 
This is not the place to spell out the 
story of democratic failure in prewar 
Japan, but its more immediate causes 
are familiar: economic crisis and de¬ 
pression; political confusion and cor¬ 
ruption; and the consequent rise of 
opponents from left and right. Reper¬ 
cussions were felt almost immediately 
in terms of Japanese foreign policy. 
In 1928, under the Tanaka Cabinet, 
there was a sharp turn toward a more 
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militant nationalism in both the eco¬ 
nomic and political fields. State sup¬ 
port to home industry was combined 
with a more “positive” program (if sup¬ 
port for Japanese interests abroad, 
especially in China. Overtures from 
Chiang Kai-shek—who had just broken 
with the Communists—were rejected, 
partly because of fear that his success¬ 
ful northern expedition would jeopard¬ 
ize the future Japanese position in 
Manchuria and north China. Ironically, 
while the Tanaka China policy was 
provoking sharp Chinese reaction be¬ 
cause of its “strengths,” it was under 
simultaneous attack by Japanese mili¬ 
tary extremists because of its “weak¬ 
nesses.” Some of these elements work¬ 
ing through the Kwantung Army in 
Manchuria engineered the murder of 
Chang Tso-lin in June 1928, hoping 
to force a decisive Japanese move in 
this area. The Japanese government 
was posed with the first of a scries of 
direct military challenges to civilian 
control, challenges which went unmet. 

Japanese foreign policy in the fifteen 
years between 1930 and 1945 repre¬ 
sented the natural culmination of these 
new trends. To be sure, not all the old 
themes were reversed, particularly 
those that could be read with different 
inflections. Stress continued to be 
placed upon Sino-Japanese coopera¬ 
tion, and on the need for a stable, 
friendly China, purged of Communist 
and anti-Japanese elements. But actions 
continually interfered with words. As 
the Japanese militarists gained control 
of the strategic heights of policy, es¬ 
pecially in the field, any cooperation 
had to be strained through the tighten¬ 
ing net of aggression, fanatical “patriot¬ 
ism,” and individual, sometimes mass, 
acts of brutality. Through these field 
actions, and as a result of a contrived 
“incident,” war came to Manchuria 
in September 1931. Weaker Chinese 


forces were quickly defeated, but Man- 
chukuo remained to the great body of 
the Chinese an unacceptable symbol of 
Japanese aggression. 

With the Manchurian region at last 
under complete Japanese control, the 
militarists could not avoid spreading 
outward toward Mongolia and north 
China. Thus the “Second China Inci¬ 
dent” erupted in 1937 and led eventu¬ 
ally to total war and defeat. Throughout 
this entire era, Japan could always find 
some Chinese allies, whether as a result 
of the acrid internal rivalries for power 
in China, sheer opportunism, or some 
genuine hopes tliat this route might 
lead to a new and better Asia, freed 
from Western control. Indeed, the 
allies garnered from all of these sources 
were not inconsiderable either in num¬ 
bers or in influence. In a man like 
Wang Ch’ing-wei Japan finally found 
an able if embittered leader. But as 
against these facts, Japanese policy 
achieved what had always been feared 
most: a union of the dominant wing 
of the Kuomintang with the Commu¬ 
nists and many independents into a 
nationalist popular front that was bit¬ 
terly anti-Japanese. And having as one 
of its supreme goals the salvation of 
Asia from Communism, ironically, 
Japanc.se policy in the end contributed 
more than any other single factor to 
Communist success. 

To concentrate solely upon China 
policy, however, would be to examine 
only the weakest link of a general 
Asian policy which for all its militant 
aggressive qualities had elements of real 
power and appeal. Building from the 
old “Asia for the Asians” theme, Jap¬ 
anese policy in the 1930’s moved to¬ 
ward the concept of a Greater East 
Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere. The eco¬ 
nomic background for this policy lay 
in the rapid strides made by Japanese 
trade throughout Asia. By means of 
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general deflation, changes in currency 
valuation, industrial rationalization, 
and extensive state support, Japanese 
trade came to enjoy highly favorable 
competitive conditions in East Asia by 
the mid-thirties. Western Europe com¬ 
plained vigorously about the practice 
of “social dumping” onto the colonial 
markets. Japan retorted with charges 
of economic discrimination and at¬ 
tempted monopoly. The fact remained, 
however, that Japanese penetration of 
the Asian market during this period 
was substantial. The basis was thus pro¬ 
vided for later proposals of greater 
economic integration under an Asian 
regionalism led by Japan and divorced 
from Western control. 

The center of the Japanese appeal 
to greater Asia, however, remained in 
the sphere of political nationalism. As 
Japan drifted toward the Fascist bloc. 
Western imperialism in Asia could be 
attacked with less inhibitions than in 
the past. These attacks were particu¬ 
larly effective in areas where national¬ 
ism was still treated as subversive by 
Western governors, and where Japa¬ 
nese policies could not yet be tested. 
Once again, an attempt was made to 
develop an expanded program of cul¬ 
tural relations and technical assistance. 
Students flocked to Japan from all parts 
of Asia; cultural missions were ex¬ 
changed on an increasing scale; Japa¬ 
nese technicians went forth; and as the 
Pacific War approached, the Japanese 
government provided underground as¬ 
sistance to various Asian nationalist 
movements in the form of funds, politi¬ 
cal advice, and even the training and 
equipping of military forces. 

Most of the present independent 
governments of south and southeast 
Asia owe an enormous debt to Japanese 
propaganda, military successes, and 
political concessions—even when the 
latter were self-serving, empty, or last- 
minute gestures. There can be no doubt 


that Japan both in victory and in de¬ 
feat contributed mightily to the end of 
the old era and the emergence of a 
more independent, dynamic Asia. Yet 
her record was tarnished, and today 
she must combat a legacy of suspicion 
and even hatred in many of these coun¬ 
tries. In part this can be attributed to 
such factors as the misconduct of her 
troops, but more importantly, it is the 
product of the great cultural barriers 
that separated her from the regions she 
occupied and of her inability—through 
lack of experience, insecurity, and be¬ 
cause of her own traditions—to de¬ 
velop the type of flexibility and broad 
tolerance necessary in leadership. In 
considerable degree, Japanese hopes 
for cooperation and friendship were 
strangled by the very force of national¬ 
ism that pushed them forward. 

As a corollary to her new Asian 
policy Japan naturally developed a 
new policy with respect to the West. 
Nearly a decade earlier, at the time of 
the Washington Conference of 1921, 
Japan had reluctantly given up the 
Anglo-Japancse Alliance, her shield 
and support for twenty years. In its 
place were substituted the more general 
agreements among the major powers. 
This concept of collective agreement 
(not, it should be emphasized, collec¬ 
tive security) was especially attuned to 
the American position. The United 
States wanted an end to exclusive alli¬ 
ances, but it was prepared to undertake 
only the most limited of commitments, 
and it still wished to rely essentially 
upon moral suasion for policy enforce¬ 
ment. The great symbol of this hope 
and this era was the famous Kcllogg- 
Briand Peace Pact, outlawing war. 

Thus the decline of Japanese liberal¬ 
ism at home was complemented by the 
absence of effective external checks or 
controls. The old system of alliances 
and the type of checks they imposed 
upon unilateral aetion had been de- 
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dared obsolete in the Pacific, but no 
effective international order had re¬ 
placed them. Consequently, in the name 
of her national interests, Japan could 
successfully defy the Nine Power 
Agreement and the League of Nations, 
with no single nation or group making 
an effective stand against her. Inevi¬ 
tably as she challenged “the status-quo 
powers,” Japan gravitated toward Ger¬ 
many and Italy, the dissidents of Eu¬ 
rope. The Anti-Comintern Pact sealed 
an alliance of mutual interest, though 
not one of great intimacy. 

But the real decision that confronted 
Japan as the Pacific War approached 
had a familiar ring; was she to seek a 
stabilization of her northern or her 
southern flanks; who was to be en¬ 
gaged, the Soviet Union or the Western 
allies? The decision was not an easy 
one. In the late iy3()’s, Japan had par¬ 
ticipated in large-scale clashes with 
Russian forces in the Mongolian re¬ 
gion; her historic rivalry was aug¬ 
mented by her hatred of Communism. 
In the final analysis, however, she de¬ 
cided to count upon a German victory 
on the steppes of Russia, and she 
turned to the south whose resources 
had to be unlocked and whose Western 
masters had to be overthrown if the 
Japanese vision of the future were to 
be attained. Possibilities for agreement 
with the West to avoid this fateful step 
were explored, as all the moderates 
desired, but hopes were broken on the 
rock of China. Too much had been 
invested in blood and treasure to con¬ 
cede to Chiang Kai-shek, and so, in¬ 
finitely more was to be invested—and 
all in vain. 

THE FORMULATION OF FOREIGN 
POLICY IN PREWAR JAPAN 

In the Tokyo trials of “major war 
criminals” that followed the Japanese 
surrender, the Allied prosecutors re¬ 


peatedly sought the answer to one cen¬ 
tral question: “Who bears the re¬ 
sponsibility for leading Japan toward 
aggression and war?” If they did not 
ohtaiti a completely satisfactory answer, 
no blame shouUl be assigned. Few 
questions involve greater difficulties. 
The problem has taken on universal 
dimensions as the modern state has 
grown in conscious complexity and as 
foreign policy has developed into the 
composite, uncertain product of a 
myriad of “technicians,” men rigidly 
compartmentalized, skilled and jealous 
of these skills, but almost always frus¬ 
trated by the limits of their power; an 
indeterminate number of free-roaming 
“generalists.” yet not so free, being 
bound by the limits of the single mind, 
the niceties of group decision, and the 
pressures—subtle or direct—of subal¬ 
terns; finally, the larger, vaguei “pub¬ 
lic,” varying in size but never compris¬ 
ing the whole of its society nor the sum 
of its parts—alternately indifferent and 
excited, overwhelmed by the complexi¬ 
ties and focusing directly upon some 
vital issue, ignored and watched with 
anxiety, molded and breaking out of 
molds. 

Japan partook of this central prob¬ 
lem to a high degree, and with some 
differences of kind. Here only its 
broader dimensions ean be sketched. 
In the narrow sense, Japan appeared 
as a society of great personal abso¬ 
lutism. At both the familial and the 
national levels the head of the house 
(state) was invested with absolute 
powers. The injunction upon inferiors 
was complete and unswerving obedi¬ 
ence. There seemed no measure of 
egalitarianism or individualism to alle¬ 
viate the rigidities of a hierarchical 
sy.stcm which through primogeniture 
and an Emperor-centered mythology 
found its apex in a single source. But 
in fact, the essence of power in Jap¬ 
anese society has not been that of per- 
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sonal absolutism. The vital center of 
decision-making has uniformly lain in 
its collective or group character, and 
in its extensive reliance upon consensus 
as the primary technique. It is critical 
to understand that despite all super¬ 
ficial signs to the contrary, the basic 
nature of Japanese society can only 
be approached by a thorough appreci¬ 
ation of the intricate refinements of 
group interaction, the high importance 
of induced voluntarism, and the gen¬ 
erally eclectic quality of final agree¬ 
ments. 

In all likelihood, only if these things 
were true could the outward signs of 
rigid hierarchy and absolutism have 
been so well maintained into the mod¬ 
ern era. Elaborate methods had already 
been developed to integrate theory and 
appearance with the needs of a dynamic 
society. Just as the system of adopted 
sons had long preserved the necessary 
flexibility in the Japanese family, so 
the institutions of senior councillor, 
adviser, and go-between had each, in 
its own way, facilitated the making of 
group decisions. That process, giving 
extraordinary attention to form and 
status, was often wearisome and pro¬ 
longed, but every care had to be taken 
to make concessions and consensus 
possible with minimal violence to the 
position and prestige of those involved. 
Necessarily, “equals” were wary of con¬ 
fronting each other in person until the 
formula for consensus seemed assured; 
and “inferiors” developed to a fine art 
all forms of subtle pressures and per¬ 
suasive devices, with successful “su¬ 
periors” paying silent homage to these 
in the course of final action. 

Not all of these conditions sound 
strange to Western ears, although the 
aggregate process might seem foreign 
or extreme. In any case, how were such 
basic factors in Japanese social rela¬ 
tions translated into politics and the 
making of foreign policy? In theory, the 
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Mciji Constitution of 1889 paid its 
highest tribute to Imperial absolutism, 
but for successful practice it demanded 
a unity or consensus of its disparate 
working parts. The weakest of these, 
the two-house Diet, with its lower 
house elective, had at least the power 
to withhold its consent from basic pol¬ 
icies. The administrative bureaucracy, 
culminating in such executive offices 
as the Prime Ministership, Cabinet, and 
Privy Council, had a vast range of 
powers and had legal responsibility 
only to the Emperor, but could not be 
effective alone. The military also drew 
their power from the Emperor, and 
had direct access to him; in practice, 
moreover, this branch acquired a po¬ 
tent weapon in that Ministers of War 
and Navy had to come from its ranks, 
which served to limit sharply the inde¬ 
pendent power of the Japanc.se Cabinet. 
The military, however, could operate 
effectively only in conjunction with the 
other major branches. 

There was never any serious thought 
of having these forces coordinated by 
the Emperor personally, despite the 
awesome nature of his stipulated pow¬ 
ers. Instead, that task was handled for 
some thirty years by a small oligarchy 
of Restoration leaders who acted in the 
name of the Emperor as his “chief 
advi.sers.” Ultimately, this group came 
to be known as the Genro or Senior 
Councillors, an institution without a 
vestige of legal recognition or responsi¬ 
bility, but central to the process of 
Japanese politics. Every basic policy 
decision was placed before the Genro, 
and their approval was a prerequisite 
to action. Even the daily affairs of state 
frequently engaged their attention. 
With proteges in every branch of gov¬ 
ernment and with their own vast accu¬ 
mulation of experience, these men were 
at once the source of integration, the 
court of final appeal, and the summit 
of power. To be sure, agreement among 
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them was not always easy; there were 
deep personal and policy cleavages in 
this as in other Japanese groups. Timed 
withdrawals and temporary conces¬ 
sions, however, enabled the consensus 
process to operate with a minimum of 
crises. Until the close of the first World 
War, with rare exceptions, the fountain¬ 
head of Japanese foreign policy existed 
within this group. 

With the postwar era, howevi r, basic 
changes in government b' g;*.; to 
emerge, paralleling those in society. 
The Genro became old men, and their 
ranks were not refilled. No group came 
forth to undertake the integrative role. 
Instead, Japanese politics was marked 
by an increasing struggle for supremacy 
and control among the parties, the 
bureaucracy, and the military. It is 
interesting to note that at the outset 
of this era an attempt was made to 
establish a liaison council under the 
aegis of the Prime Minister for the de¬ 
velopment of a “unified” foreign pol¬ 
icy. It was intended to include major 
party, oflicial, and military representa¬ 
tion, but it was never accepted by the 
major opposition party and ultimately 
faded away. 

Without a supreme coordinator such 
as the Genro, Japanese constitutional¬ 
ism, in both its written and unwritten 
aspects, revealed serious flaws. In the 
hectic party era, foreign policy deci¬ 
sions taken in Cabinet or government 
party circles were not only subject to 
legitimate attacks in the Diet, but also 
to extensive sabotage by the ranks of 
the subordinate bureaucracy and to 
angry challenges by the military groups. 
The parties never attained more than a 
quasi-supremacy, and as they faded, 
the military moved from verbal chal¬ 
lenge to open defiance. Japanese society 
in the period after 1928 represented 
a classic example of a government 
divided against itself. Important seg¬ 
ments of the military operated both 


in the field and at home in such a 
manner as to scorn the government. 
I'hey received substantial support from 
within the bureaucracy, and from 
certain party figures as well. Every 
branch of government was riddled with 
dissension. Within the Ministry of For¬ 
eign Affairs various cliques maneuvered 
for position—the militarist clique, the 
Anglo-American clique, and numerous 
others. For a time, consensus was im¬ 
possible, and conditions close to 
anarchy prevailed. 

Gradually, however, greater stability 
was achieved. Making full use of tradi¬ 
tional procedures, top court officials 
surrounding the Emperor involved 
themselves in unending conferences 
with representatives of all major groups; 
innumerable go-betweens explo.'‘ed the 
possible bases of compromise; certain 
voluntary withdrawals, .strategic re¬ 
treats, and silent acquiscences were 
effected. Slowly a new basis for inter¬ 
action developed, one which gave due 
recognition to military superiority but 
still was broad enough to include essen¬ 
tial elements of the civil bureaucracy, 
court ollicials, and important pressure 
groups. Once again the basic decisions 
were reached through the consensus 
process, but w'ith somewhat greater 
cognizance than usual for the realities 
of power. In this period a new group 
of senior councilors, the Jiishin, was 
organized. Although lacking the in¬ 
fluence of the Genro, it was fashioned 
after its model, indicating the continu¬ 
ing search for an integrative center. 
That search was destined never to be 
completely successful. Another experi¬ 
ment was conducted in a liaison coun¬ 
cil, the purpose being to pool military 
and civilian policy with particular ref¬ 
erence to the foreign scene. Ultimately, 
the Imperial Conference, with the Em¬ 
peror himself presiding over a small 
group of top military and administra¬ 
tive officials, became the final decision- 
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making body. Indeed, it was this group 
that determined the Japanese surren¬ 
der, with the Emperor personally set¬ 
tling this great issue. Perhaps this was 
the only basis left for the organic unity 
envisaged by the Meiji Constitution. 

The foregoing trends arc not com¬ 
pletely meaningful without some brief 
reference to other important socio¬ 
economic groups. First, however, it 
should be noted that the type of con¬ 
sensus being developed during the mili¬ 
tarist era was abetted by an increasing 
control over all communications media. 
As one of the most literate societies 
in the world, Japan had national new.s- 
papers and magazines with massive 
circulation. After the early thirties, 
prominent dissent from ultranational¬ 
ism became increasingly dangerous, 
and after the “Second China Incident” 
all public organs were echoing the 
olTicial line. 

Meanwhile, a process of accommo¬ 
dation had been taking place between 
conservative militarists and the indus¬ 
trial-commercial world of Japan. In the 
initial stages of the military revolt 
against liberalism and a “weak-kneed” 
foreign policy, the strong notes of a 
radical, anti-capitalist theme were 
heard; the historic cry of “internal 
reform, external expansion” once again 
sounded forth. However, after the Feb¬ 
ruary 26th Incident of 1936, when 
army units in Tokyo under radical com¬ 
mand rebelled, this type of revolution¬ 
ary activity was suppressed. Although 
some “liberal” business elements were 
regarded with suspicion and certain 
onerous controls were sharply protested 
by entrepreneurs, still the necessary 
compromises were made, and Japanese 
industry at all levels rose to the war 
effort. 

Japanese labor reacted in the same 
way. Its radical and liberal elements 
had long since been silenced, and the 
great masses worked with patriotic 


fervor. It was from the rural areas, 
however, that the bedrock of Japanese 
conservatism derived. The peasant- 
soldier alliance now held more meaning 
than at any time since the Restoration. 
As is so frequently the case, rural pro¬ 
vincialism bred its own type of ultra- 
nationalism. The Japanese common 
man played a role in the formulation of 
foreign policy in his own way: he posed 
no obstacles to expansionism, his com¬ 
plete loyalty was assured, and no sacri¬ 
fice would be too great if it contributed 
to the nationalist cause. 

JAPAN SINCE 1945: OCCUPATION 
AND ITS AFTERMATH 

When Japan surrendered in August 
1945, both her leaders and her people 
were forced to reconcile themselves to 
the status of a vanquished nation. By 
the terms of the Yalta and Potsdam 
agreements, the Japanese Empire was 
to be dissipated and Japan reduced in 
size to the approximate boundaries of 
the Restoration era. The homeland 
was to be occupied for an indefinite 
period by foreign forces. For the first 
time in recorded hi.story, Japanese sov¬ 
ereignty was to be superseded by for¬ 
eign rule. Some of the broad objectives 
of this rule had already been stipulated: 
action was to be taken to insure that Ja¬ 
pan never again would become a world 
menace (or world power). Total dis¬ 
armament was to be carried out, and 
those responsible for past aggression 
were to be punished; even the fate of 
the Emperor was unclear, although 
Japanese leaders sought desperately to 
gain assurances on this point during 
the surrender negotiations. Along with 
these essentially negative tasks, the oc¬ 
cupation was also to encourage Japa¬ 
nese democratic forces and movements, 
so that Japan could eventually take 
her place in a peaceful world. Thus was 
inaugurated in September 1945, a 
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radically new era for Japan, one that 
might well be labelled “the era of the 
American Revolution.” 

If the contemporary processes and 
substance of Japanese foreign policy 
arc to be discussed meaningfully, cer¬ 
tain pertinent aspects of this peiiod 
must be set forth. In the first place, 
the American occupation and its after- 
math can easily be divided into three 
broad phases; (1) the earl\ revolu¬ 
tionary era, when the emph; sis was 
upon punishment and reform; (2) the 
era of reconstruction, when the stress 
was shifted to stabilization and eco¬ 
nomic recovery; and (3) the era of 
proffered alliance, which is continuing 
at present. Each of these eras, in its 
own way, has contributed to the current 
nature and problems of Japanese so¬ 
ciety. 

The revolutionary era 

The American Revolution in Japan was 
that of 1932, not that of 1776, although 
some of the spirit of the latter as it 
applied to basic democratic values was 
certainly present. The New Deal had 
new opportunities along the bombed- 
out Ginza and in the rice fields. But 
first, the old order had to be eradicated. 
Japanese military forces were totally 
disbanded in a remarkably short time; 
before the end of 1947, some six mil¬ 
lion Japanese troops and civilians had 
been returned from overseas, demobi¬ 
lized, and poured into the homeland. 
The military forces within Japan proper 
had also been completely dissolved. 
The Ministries of War and Navy were 
abolished. And in an effort to seal 
these aetions with the stamp of perma¬ 
nency, the now-famous Article Nine 
was written into the new Japanese Con¬ 
stitution: 

Aspiring sincerely to an international 
peace based on justice and order, the 


Japanese people forever renounce war as 
a sovereign right of the nation and the 
threat or use of force as means of settling 
international disputes. 

In order to accomplish the aim of the 
preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air 
forces, as well as other war potential, 
will never be maintained. The right of 
belligerency of the state will not be 
recognized. 

The American vision for Japan dur¬ 
ing this period became widely as¬ 
sociated with the phrase, “The Switzer¬ 
land of the Far East,” although in this 
pacifism was added to neutralization. 
It was a vision that had a powerful 
appeal to many Japanese who lived 
amidst rubble, without adequate food 
or warmth, and with vivid memories of 
lost ones, fire raids, and the final atomic 
holocaust. There could be no question 
as to whether this war had paid, and 
the extraordinary vulnerability of the 
great Japanese cities had been fully 
demonstrated during the war’s last 
terrible months. For mo.st thoughtful 
Japanese, the early postwar era was a 
period of deep reflection. Its dominant 
theme was one of trenchant criticism 
of past leaders and institutions. Once 
more there was a Japanese surge 
toward new ideas and ways; Mae- 
Arthur no less than Perry symbolized 
the end of an old order, and a war- 
weary people turned hopefully to 
“demokurashi,” without being pre¬ 
cisely sure of its contents. These 
sentiments, widespread as they were, 
aided the revolution that was getting 
under way. 

Among the various SCAP ’ actions, 
none had more long-range implications 
than those which affected the nature 

> SCAP is the commonly used abbrevia¬ 
tion for the term. Supreme Commander of 
the Allied Powers. It is used to designate 
not only General MacArthur personally, but 
the Occupation Force collectively. 
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and position of Japanese pressure 
groups. As we have noted, for more 
than a decade the most powerful group 
in Japanese society had been the mili¬ 
tary. Suddenly it was entirely liqui¬ 
dated, and in the early ]960’s nearly 
two decades later it has not yet reap¬ 
peared as a significant force. The proc¬ 
ess of liquidation was not merely in 
demobilization, but also in the purge 
that barred all professional military 
officers from future political activity, 
and in the war crimes trials, which saw 
the top military men of the nation 
executed or sentenced to prison. 
Although many of these actions were 
subsequently modified or rescinded, 
still their total effect, combined with 
other circumstances, has thus far been 
sufficient to render po.stwar militarism 
in Japan impotent. 

Through the purge and other meas¬ 
ures, SCAP ate still further into prewar 
conservative ranks. For the old guard it 
seemed like the reign of terror, though 
without violence or brutality. Most 
professional politicians of the old con¬ 
servative parties had to step aside be¬ 
cause they had belonged to some 
ultranationalist group or had been en¬ 
dorsed by the Tojo government in the 
elections of 1942. Conservative leader¬ 
ship was hastily thrust into the hands 
of the one group that could be cleared: 
the so-called Anglo-American group 
from within the Foreign Ministry. 
Kijuro Shidehara, Shigeru Yoshida, 
and Hisashi Ashida, all from this 
group, became the top conservative 
leaders of Japan for nearly a decade. 
Even the commercial-industrial world 
felt the shock of reform. In the midst 
of purges, a deconcentration program 
to break down the zaibatsu or big 
combines, and the general toll of war¬ 
time ravage and postwar inflation, most 
business elements sought merely to 
survive, as if seeking shelter during a 
gale. 


Meanwhile, under American en¬ 
couragement, the labor union move¬ 
ment attained a massive size; within 
a brief period it numbered some six 
million workers, whereas in the pre¬ 
war period bona fide union member¬ 
ship had never exceeded one-half mil¬ 
lion. These postwar figures masked 
many divisions and weaknc.sses, but 
nonetheless there could be no doubt 
that Japanese organized labor was a 
new force with which to reckon on the 
economic and political scene. And in 
the rural areas the American Revolu¬ 
tion was operating in the most forceful 
fashion. Under a far-reaching program 
of land reform, absentee landlordism 
was almost completely abolished, 
tenancy was reduced to less than 10 
per cent of total agrarian families, and 
land holdings were equalized beyond 
the wildest imagination of prewar land- 
reform advocates. Basically, this pro¬ 
gram was dedicated to the creation of 
a huge independent yeomanry. Socio¬ 
economic repercussions in the rural 
areas over this upheaval, especially 
among younger age groups, arc only 
now becoming measurable. 

Certain reforms cut across economic 
class lines and into the broadest 
categories of society. Legal attempts 
were made to abandon primogeniture 
and also to emancipate women. The 
latter were given full equality before 
the law, including equal rights of in¬ 
heritance, divorce, and suffrage. Sweep¬ 
ing reforms in education were in¬ 
augurated, dedicated to the develop¬ 
ment of freer, more independent stu¬ 
dents, unshackled from the old chau¬ 
vinism and submissiveness. Even that 
very special category of men, the sub¬ 
ordinate government officials, were 
given lectures on democracy, in the 
hope that some of the old attitude of 
kanson mimpi, “officials honored, peo¬ 
ple despised,” could be removed. 

To recite these various efforts in 
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such bald fashion may lead to the sup¬ 
position that a total social revolution 
took place in Japan during the first 
years after 1945. Any such impression 
would be false. Conservatism both in 
the form of certain dominant classes 
and in the form of certain traditions 
that operated in every class was a 
sturdy force. Moreover, as might be 
surmised, not all SCAP experiments 
were successful, and by the end of 
1947, in any case, the era eni,''hiisizing 
reform was drawing to a close. In its 
ripest forms, it had lasted only about 
two years, and the conservatives 
definitely survived. 

It would be equally misleading, how¬ 
ever, to underestimate the changes that 
took place during this era, whether be¬ 
cause of SCAP reforms or as a result 
of the total complex of postwar cir¬ 
cumstances. Some of these changes 
should be regarded as part of the con¬ 
tinuum inherited from prewar days. 
Others were largely the product of for¬ 
eign intervention or the new conditions 
prevailing as a result of military defeat, 
in any case, changes developing dur¬ 
ing this period have had a direct in¬ 
fluence upon the processes and sub¬ 
stance of Japanese foreign policy. Most 
important have been the altered com¬ 
position of Japanese pressure groups 
and the accelerated movement toward 
a mass society. 

The nature of Japanese conservatism 
has been strongly effected by the demise 
of the military, the levelling process 
that was applied to agricultuic, and the 
combined impact of defeat and tech¬ 
nological revolution that struck in¬ 
dustry and commerce. The nature of 
Japanese “reformism” has been equally 
effected by the rise of organized labor 
and the total freedom accorded the 
intellectual-student elements. It is still 
too early to be certain about the po¬ 
litical path that will be taken by a 
rapidly changing Japanese society. One 


thing, however, seems apparent: the 
trend has been toward a closer balance 
of competing pressure groups within 
that society than there was in the pre¬ 
war era. As a result of this and other 
factors, the Japanese common man has 
become the object of increasing po¬ 
litical solicitation and concern. As we 
shall note, public opinion has become 
one important factor in the shaping of 
Japanese foreign policy. 

The stabilization era 

Before we turn fo the current status 
of foreign policy formulation and sub¬ 
stance, however, some brief considera¬ 
tion should be given to the second and 
third phases of the Occupation and the 
gradual emergence once again of an 
independent Japan. The shift of em¬ 
phasis in Occupation policy from 
punishment and reform to economic 
stabihzation and recovery began as 
early as 1947. The change was 
motivated by many problems. Certain 
earlier American premises about the 
postwar world now seemed unjustified: 
the prospeets were dim for a China 
that would be friendly and democratic 
by any American definition; the 
honeymoon with the Soviet Union was 
clearly over and the Cold War was 
beginning; the threat of Communism 
throughout Europe and Asia as a re¬ 
sult of postwar chaos and economic 
misery was a matter of profound con¬ 
cern. With respect to Japan itself, the 
close relation between economic re¬ 
covery and the prospects for demo¬ 
cratic success could no longer be 
slighted or ignored. In addition, as long 
as the Japanese economy was in the 
doldrums, occupational expenses and 
relief undertakings constituted a heavy 
burden for the American taxpayer; at 
its peak, the cost ran close to one-half 
billion dollars per year. 

The new emphasis brought many 
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changes in policies and techniques. In¬ 
creasingly, the supreme test to which 
any policy could be put was, “Docs it 
advance productivity and economic 
stabilization?” An assessment was 
made of the primary obstacles—war 
damage, inflation, the laclc of raw ma¬ 
terials, and low morale owing to 
miserable conditions for workers and 
uncertainties for management. First, 
SCAP began to interest itself in prob¬ 
lems of productive efficiency, and 
moved from merely keeping Japan 
alive to furnishing her with industrial 
raw materials and acquainting her en¬ 
trepreneurs with the most advanced 
industrial machinery and techniques. 
The complex problem of inflation was 
finally faced. Under the Dodge Nine- 
Point Stabilization Program, stringent 
reforms were put into eflect. These 
were unpopular in many quarters, but 
the inflationary tide was at last turned. 

Meanwhile, other “disruptions” to 
production were dealt with. The decon- 
centration program was relaxed and 
gradually abandoned after successful 
initial attempts to reduce certain large 
zaihatsu families and cartels. The 
United States also progressively re¬ 
ceded from its early severity on the 
issue of reparations. By the end of this 
era, the American government had in¬ 
dicated its acceptance of the thesis that 
the Japanese ability to repay war 
damages was strictly limited, that large 
reparations would indirectly become a 
responsibility to the United States, and 
that the basic heavy industrial complex 
upon which Japan was so dependent 
for her future could not be used for 
these purposes. Finally, SCAP took a 
sterner attitude toward radicalism in 
the labor movement, amending its 
earlier generous legislation on unionism 
so as to give the employer and espe¬ 
cially the government a stronger posi¬ 
tion. 

The net effect of these actions, ac¬ 


companied by certain broader trends 
at home and abroad, was to stimulate 
rapid economic recovery. Japanese 
society could build upon an industrial 
revolution already well advanced and a 
legacy of technical know-how. Defla¬ 
tion and internal readjustments were 
followed by new opportunities for in¬ 
dustrial expansion. The Korean War 
and the great prosperity of the free 
world were of major assistance. Begin¬ 
ning in 1950, therefore, Japan entered 
a decade of amazing economic de¬ 
velopment. For the next ten years, 
the average annual rise in gross na¬ 
tional product was approximately 9 
per cent, constituting one of the most 
spectacular rates of growth in the 
world. 

This second phase of the Occupa¬ 
tion which triggered the economic 
surge was not without internal politi¬ 
cal reverberations. In the revolutionary 
era, American actions had been an 
anathema to the conservatives; now, 
the conservatives became the new 
allies. The liberal left, which had 
cheered in the early days, was filled 
with dismay and resentment at many 
actions of which it did not approve but 
from which it had no recourse. Japa¬ 
nese democracy was still under the 
tutelage of American military rule. 
Criticism and opposition were strictly 
limited by that fact. Inevitably, how¬ 
ever, the United States and its policies 
became the central issue in Japanese 
politics, paving the way for the sharp 
divergencies that came into the open 
later. For every political group, more¬ 
over, this second era was one of reflec¬ 
tion and reconsideration of Western 
values. There was an unmistakable 
tendency at all levels to emphasize 
synthesis and adjustment rather than 
uncritical acceptance of foreign con¬ 
cepts. The pendulum had begun to 
swing back. 

As can be seen, the beginnings of 
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postwar Japanese foreign policy were 
established in this era, albeit under 
American direction. These beginnings 
followed a course that Japanese leader¬ 
ship itself might well have taken and 
labelled “in the national interest,” had 
it been an independent agent. Indeed, 
on issues like reparations and trade, 
the United States was widely accused 
of being excessively “pro-Japanese.” 
One policy emphasized was that of re¬ 
habilitating Japanese heavy industry 
and encouraging its orientation toward 
the needs and markets of the “late- 
developing” societies, particularly those 
of non-Communist Asia. Again, the 
concept of Japan as the workshop of 
Asia was advanced, hut without cer¬ 
tain former connotations. As a con¬ 
comitant to this policy, the United 
States also took steps to adjust Japa¬ 
nese political and economic relations 
with erstwhile enemies whenever possi¬ 
ble. Like a benevolent warden con¬ 
vinced of the successful rehabilitation 
of his charge, the United States now 
pressed for Japanese re-entry into the 
world community on terms of equal¬ 
ity. 

But the second phase of the Occupa¬ 
tion also marked the origins of an 
intimate and largely new relationship 
between Japan and the United States. 
This relationship had its foundation in 
a rising tempo of economic interaction 
that became increasingly important to 
both societies. Japanese products began 
to flow into the United States in ex¬ 
change for American raw materials, 
food stuffs, and machinery. Technical 
assistance from the United States 
smoothed the way for later foreign 
investment and patent sharing. The 
economic interaction was thus very 
broadly based. It was supported, more¬ 
over, by an expanding cultural inter¬ 
action; appreciation and exchange in 
the flelds of custom, ideas, and pattern 
of life. 


The era of alliance 

Within these trends lay the seeds of 
the third era, that of proffered alliance 
by the United States to Japan. By 
1949, American authorities realized on 
the one hand that the Occupation was 
reaching a point of diminishing returns, 
and on the other, that continuing eco¬ 
nomic and political tics between the 
two countries were a mutual necessity. 
Explorations were begun which led to 
the San Francisco Peace Treaty of 
1951. In the process, a series of deci¬ 
sions were reached between Japanese 
and American authorities that added 
further dimensions to the new Japa¬ 
nese foreign policy and provoked 
heated political debate. 

The critical issue pertained to the 
question of Japanese defense. Two 
broad alternatives seemed to cxi.st. One 
was to continue a reliance upon 
pacifism, seeking universal agreements 
guaranteeing the sanctity of Japanese 
territory and backing these with pledges 
of protection through the auspices of 
the United Nations, and possibly of the 
United States separately. The other 
alternative was to move away from 
pacifism and neutralization, acknowl¬ 
edging the Japanese need for, and right 
to, military defense forces, and under¬ 
writing Japanese rearmament efforts 
with American power until these could 
reach some degree of self-sufficiency. 
Obviously, the choice between these 
two broad courses would effect and 
shape most other aspects of Japanese 
foreign policy. 

The Yoshida government did not 
hesitate to support the second alterna¬ 
tive, that of political, military, and eco¬ 
nomic alliance with the United States. 
Its arguments were that this was the 
only course compatible with world con¬ 
ditions and Japanese needs. To adopt 
a policy of neutralism, the conserva¬ 
tives argued, would make Japan de- 
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pendent upon the mercurial policies of 
the Communist world. It would provide 
neither security nor prosperity. They 
insisted that both the economic and 
the political interests of Japan were 
best served by alignment with the free 
world, particularly the United States. 

These arguments prevailed. While 
making known its desire for an “over¬ 
all” peace treaty, the Japanese govern¬ 
ment agreed to sign a treaty with the 
non-Communist allies alone if neces¬ 
sary. The Cold War had become hot in 
Korea while preliminary treaty negotia¬ 
tions were getting underway. Because 
of this fact and the wide divergence 
between Soviet and American views on 
Japan, no serious attempt was made to 
obtain Communist approval for the 
treaty draft, as the Japanese socialists 
had wished. In exchange for their will¬ 
ingness to sign a separate treaty, the 
conservatives were given a treaty con¬ 
sidered generous by all, “soft” by some. 
Reparations and certain territorial 
issues (the Kurile and Ryukyu islands) 
were left open, providing Japan with 
some bargaining power. The treaty 
contained no stipulations concerning 
SCAP reforms. Japan was left free 
to make any changes desired in her 
internal institutions. This included the 
right to rearm. 

Official independence for Japan 
finally came on April 28, 1952, the day 
on which the Treaty of San Francisco 
came into effect. Accompanying the 
main treaty was a bilateral mutual 
security treaty with the United States 
providing for the continuance of 
American bases in Japan proper until 
adequate defenses were prepared by 
the Japanese government. At least as 
early as 1949, the creation of a Japa¬ 
nese defense force was being urged 
in some American and Japanese 
circles. Japanese rearmament was first 
started in the summer of 1950, shortly 


after the outbreak of the Korean War. 
The National Police Reserve was 
activated in August of that year with an 
authorized component of 75,000 men. 
With the coming of Japanese inde¬ 
pendence, in May 1952, this number 
was increased to 110,000 and a small 
Maritime Safety Force was established. 
In August, these were brought together 
under the National Safety Agency. Two 
years later, on July I, 1954, the name 
was changed to the Defense Agency, 
brought directly under the office of the 
Prime Minister, and authorized to have 
a small Air Self-Defense Force in addi¬ 
tion to its other units. The slow 
build-up of Japanese defense forces 
continued. By the end of 1955, there 
were about 200,000 men in the total 
Defense Force. Six years later, in early 
1961, the Force still numbered only 
some 230,000. Modernization of 
equipment and training had occurred, 
but in comparison to the Communist 
bloc, Japanese military power remained 
minuscule. For reasons we shall dis¬ 
cuss later, the military aspect of the 
Amcrican-Japanesc alliance has be¬ 
come an uncertain and uneasy one. 

In economic terms, however, the 
alliance has flourished during the past 
decade. Between 1952 and 1960, Japa- 
ncse-American trade doubled. Japan, 
obtaining nearly one-third of all her 
imports from the United States, be¬ 
came its second best customer, next to 
Canada. And Japanese exports to the 
United States skyrocketed to over one 
billion dollars yearly; in I960, the 
United States took some 28 per cent 
of total Japanese exports. Underwriting 
these developments was the growth of 
an impressive network of private agree¬ 
ments between American and Japa¬ 
nese companies, whereby industrial 
techniques, patents, and skills were 
shared. Despite certain problems to be 
noted later, economic interaction be- 
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tween Japan and the United States has 
become the most powerful stimulus to 
continuing alliance. 

If the alliance has been largely at¬ 
tuned to the business community and 
conservative circles, however, it has 
not been totally lacking in a larger 
cultural component. Heightening cul¬ 
tural exchange began during the Oc¬ 
cupation. Seldom if ever in history 
have millions of people from two such 
diverse societies had an opportunity 
to see each other at work and play. The 
results were generally favorable. For 
various complex reasons, a certain rap¬ 
port between Americans and Japanese 
was rather easily established. Attitude 
polls give indications of the reasons 
for this. On the Japanese side, there 
was a general appreciation of American 
humanism, friendiine.ss, and energy. 
On the American side, the qualities of 
Japanese politeness and discipline, 
cultural achievements, and industrious¬ 
ness were respected. Favorable atti¬ 
tudes have facilitated the exchange of 
elements from the culture of each 
society to the other. And exchange at 
elite levels has probably been even 
more significant than mass interaction. 
In spite of serious language handicaps, 
the Japanese and American elite can 
communicate with each other on an 
increasingly meaningful basis as their 
two societies move closer together in 
the process of modernization. The de¬ 
velopment of a communication grid 
encompassing industrial techniques, 
social science methodology, and scien¬ 
tific theory is of profound importance. 

Having thus survived the transition 
from Occupation to independence, the 
alliance between Japan and the United 
States continues. As was suggested 
earlier, however, this alliance is more 
applicable and more acceptable to some 
segments of Japanese society than to 
others. In political terms, it is sup¬ 


ported by the conservatives, opposed 
by the socialists. Relations between 
socialists and American authorities 
rapidly deteriorated after 1948, due in 
part to a major shift in Occupation 
policy. DilTcrcnccs concerning foreign 
policy became especially pronounced. 
The Socialist Party favored an over-all 
peace treaty with non-Communist, 
Communist, and neutral states. To the 
argument that, given present cir¬ 
cumstances. this was unrealistic, the 
socialists answered that no real attempt 
had been made due to American op¬ 
position. The socialists were also 
strongly antagonistic to Japanese re¬ 
armament; they bitterly denounced the 
new defense forces as illegal, and 
charged an American-conservative 
coalition with undermining the Con¬ 
stitution of 1947. They were equally 
opposed to the Mutual Security Pact 
that accompanied the Treaty ol San 
Francisco, and to the post-inde¬ 
pendence American bases in Japan that 
it sanctioned. 

Against the conservative policy of 
alignment with the United States, the 
socialists advanced a policy of neutral¬ 
ism. In part, this policy was a product 
of their own historic traditions. Both 
the pacifist and the Marxist streams in 
Japanese socialism have been strong, 
and each of these streams in its own 
way has contributed to the modern 
socialist proclivity for neutralism. The 
socialist movement in Japan emerged 
partly as a Christian humanist protest 
against social injustice, militarism, and 
war. Thus the socialist-pacifist bias 
long predates similar sentiments gen¬ 
erated in the Japanese public after the 
disastrous second World War. In the 
second stage of its development, more¬ 
over, the Japanese socialist movement 
was strongly influenced by Marxism. 
On the one hand, this separated many 
Japanese socialists from the ideology 
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and practice of Western-style parlia¬ 
mentarism. And yet, because of the 
particular academic and “deviationist" 
qualities of Marxism in its Japanese 
.socialist setting, it did not connect 
them with Moscow. Rather, the social¬ 
ists took as their ideal the foreign 
policy of Nehru. 

The socialist case for neutralism has 
encompassed many arguments: the 
danger of involvement in war via an 
alliance with the United States, and 
the extreme vulnerability of Japan; the 
importance of serving as a balance- 
wheel in a bipolar world, and identify¬ 
ing more closely with the aspirations of 
the Asian-African states; the internal 
threats to democracy implicit in a 
revitalized Japanese military force; and 
the need for Japan to free itself com¬ 
pletely from American influence and 
control. The conservatives have an¬ 
swered with counter-arguments: the 
lack of realism in seeking to meet 
Communism with a policy of pacifism 
and isolation; the moral and political 
rightness of associating with those who 
share a broadly common ideology, and 
the economic value in doing so; the diffi¬ 
culty in having great influence in the 
world without having some military 
potential and being connected with a 
world power; and the possibility of 
having an independent foreign policy 
while still being aligned with the West, 
especially the United States. 

Not only have the conservatives 
maintained their political supremacy 
and hence their foreign policy views; 
issues of foreign policy have been in¬ 
volved in the various splits that have 
occurred in socialist ranks. The first 
of these took place shortly after the 
San Francisco peace conference. The 
right-wing socialists, who plainly leaned 
toward the West in an ideological sense, 
were willing to accept the peace treaty 
even though it did not constitute an 
over-all agreement. The left-wing 


socialists, who sought to adhere ehsely 
to the neutralist position, remained 
sharply opposed to the treaty. Both 
groups rejected the Mutual Security 
ircaty. However, the arguments over 
the peace treaty both exacerbated and 
reflected a wide range of differences 
within socialist ranks. The party split 
into two wings and was not reunited 
until 1954. 

Another division occurred in 1959 
and continues to the present. The 
right-wing Nishio faction, joined by a 
few other moderates, left the party in 
revolt against the strongly Marxist 
orientation of the dominant left-wing. 
On foreign policy issues, the Demo¬ 
cratic Socialist Party recognized the 
importance of a balance of armed 
strength between the two major blocs, 
accepted the need for some military 
protection until a new international 
order could be attained, and supported 
the idea of friendly relations with 
neighboring states regardless of ideo¬ 
logical or political differences (includ¬ 
ing both Communist China and 
Taiwan). The Democratic Socialist 
Party, however, fared badly in the 1960 
election, obtaining only 9 per cent of 
the vote and 17 Diet seats to 28 per 
cent and 145 scats for the Socialist 
Party. The left is still in decisive com¬ 
mand of Japanese socialism, although 
there arc some indications of a 
moderate movement within the left it¬ 
self. 

In conservative ranks also, the con¬ 
cept of alliance has its limits. It must 
be remembered that after more than a 
thousand years of relative isolation, 
Japan comes to any alliance with diffi¬ 
culty. Even her modern alliances with 
Great Britain and, later, with the Axis 
powers were essentially superficial de¬ 
spite their importance to Japan. They 
involved minimum policy coordination 
or bilateral ties. Actually, the alliance 
with the United States is the most far- 
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reaching alliance in Japanese history. 
But the conservatives as well as other 
Japanese have been involved in the 
resurgence of nationalism that naturally 
followed the Occupation. They never 
approved of many American policies 
implanted during the Occupation era, 
and proceeded to overturn a number 
of these quickly, 'f'hey did more than 
merely talk about “an independent for¬ 
eign policy aligned with the West”; 
they proved to be tough bargainers on 
a number of issues effecting the alli¬ 
ance, including the revised security 
treaty of 1961. Some might say in this 
connection that they wanted equality 
of rights but not equality of responsi¬ 
bility. Notwithstanding these facts, 
however, the era of alliance continues. 

THE FORMULATION OF FOREIGN 
POLICY IN POSTWAR JAPAN 

To compare the decision-making and 
administrative processes in Japanese 
foreign policy before and after World 
War II is a very difficult undertaking. 
A vast amount of detailed research is 
still necessary before generalizations 
can be advanced with any certainty. In 
some respects—for example, in terms 
of the constitutional allocation of re¬ 
sponsibility—greater clarity and sim¬ 
plicity have been realized in the post¬ 
war era. But against this fact, one must 
acknowledge the increasing complexity 
that is the product of a more even bal¬ 
ance of pressure groups and the rising 
importance of public opinion. 

The new Japanese Constitution of 
1947 did mueh to clarify the ultimate 
responsibility for policy, domestic and 
foreign. Patterned almost wholly after 
Anglo-American institutions, it drasti¬ 
cally altered the old system. Under its 
provisions, the Emperor was relegated 
to ceremonial and symbolic functions. 
Sovereignty was assigned to the people, 
to be exercised by their elected repre¬ 


sentatives. A parliamentary system 
modelled after that of Great Britain 
was established, with certain modifica¬ 
tions of a distinctly American flavor. 

The Diet, instead of being peripheral 
to the politieal process, is now its cen¬ 
ter. Both houses of the Diet are elec¬ 
tive. The upper house, the House of 
Councillors, is constructed in a com¬ 
plicated fashion, with both nationwide 
and prefectural constituencies; the 
lower house, the Hou.se of Representa¬ 
tives, is based upon medium-sized elec¬ 
tion districts (three to five members 
chosen from eaeh district depending 
upon its size, with each voter having 
one vote). Executive responsibility to 
the Diet is clearly stipulated. The Prime 
Minister must be approved by the Diet, 
and if the houses disagree, by the lower 
house. In case of a vote of no-con¬ 
fidence, the government must eirlier dis¬ 
solve the lower house and call tor new 
elections, or resign. 

A new Diet law was enacted to ac¬ 
company the Constitution of 1947. 
Among other things, it provided for a 
system of standing committees, in con¬ 
trast to the prewar system of British 
style ad hoc committees. Thus, For¬ 
eign Affairs Committees exist for both 
houses of the Diet. After agreement 
among the parties on the allocation of 
committee seats, members arc selected 
by each party, on the basis of training, 
experience, and political connections. 
The standing committees exist to hold 
hearings upon government legislation 
or any policy matters within their gen¬ 
eral jurisdiction. Special, ad hoc 
committees, however, are still used ex¬ 
tensively in the Japanese Diet, some¬ 
times on issues involving foreign policy. 
The Japanese committee system as it 
currently operates does not give either 
to the Diet as a whole or to individual 
Diet members the degree of power pos¬ 
sessed in the U.S. Congress. Of course, 
party, or more precisely, factional dis- 
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true. In any case, initiative and power 
in the Held of foreign policy lie strongly 
with the executive branch of govern¬ 
ment. 

Thus the new legal framework and 
continuing political practices combine 
to place a high premium upon the co¬ 
operation of bureaucracy and party 
leadership in the formulation of Japa¬ 
nese foreign policy. Under a Western- 
style parliamentary system, major party 
leaders constitute the apex of authority. 
The Emperor no longer serves as an 
independent and legally omnipotent 
channel of power. The military branch 
of government no longer represents an¬ 
other separate and competitive source 
of influence. And even the civil bu¬ 
reaucracy is now clearly subordinated 
in law to a political administration that 
must be consonant with a majority of 
the popularly elected members of the 
House of Representatives. 

In concrete terms, how do the 
bureaucracy and the parties cooperate 
in foreign policy formulation? Gen¬ 
erally speaking, the party (that is to 
say, the dominant party, the Liberal 
Democratic Party) provides the broad 
policy framework and the Foreign 
Office drafts specific policy within this 
framework. The draft is then subject 
to scrutiny and approval by the party, 
after which the Foreign Office proceeds 
to execute policy in its final forms. To 
understand this process in terms of 
some of its current operations and com¬ 
plexities, however, one must have a 
general appreciation of the present 
Japanese party system and bureauc¬ 
racy. 

With respect to the party system, 
perhaps four general trends are signifi¬ 
cant for purposes of understanding the 
foreign policy process. First, the con¬ 
servatives have continued up to this 
point to hold a commanding position in 


the total vote, and at all times—divided 
or united—they have held a large 
majority of the seats in both houses 
of the Diet. Perhaps the major reasons 
for regular conservative victories have 
been their prewar tics and strength at 
local levels, especially in rural areas; 
their prominent, “name” candidates; 
the funds at their disposal; the relative 
prosperity in Japan since 1950; the 
divisive, weak nature of the opposition; 
and last but by no means least, the 
capacity of the conservatives to adjust 
to new socio-political factors. For these 
reasons, the Liberal Democratic Party 
is the government, now and for the 
foreseeable future. 

The rising importance of the postwar 
socialists, however, cannot be ignored. 
Although they arc currently both weak 
and divided, they have moved a con¬ 
siderable distance from their pre-1945 
position of total impotence. Socialists 
occupy roughly one-third of the Diet 
scats, and their percentage of the vote 
has generally increased since 1949. In 
the election of November 1960, the 
two socialist parties got a combined 
total of 36.4 per cent of the vote, with 
the Communists obtaining an additional 
2.9 per cent. The conservatives, there¬ 
fore, have to be aware of competition 
in a sense that was unnecessary before 
World War II. T he Japanese “left” is 
not close to power, but it cannot be dis¬ 
regarded. 

These facts lead to a second gen¬ 
eralization about Japanese politics, 
namely, that the party system can be 
variously defined as “two-party,” “one 
and one-half party,” or “federation 
type.” Despite the socialist split of 1959, 
there are only two significant parties 
in Japan at present; the massive 
Liberal Democratic Party which re¬ 
ceived nearly 58 per cent of the vote 
in 1960 and the ^cialist Party which 
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obtained over 27 per cent. The splinter 
Democratic Socialist Party, the moder¬ 
ate group, got only 9 per cent of the 
I960 vote and the Communists less 
than 3 per cent. In one sense, therefore, 
Japan has a two-party system. 

In functional terms, however, Japan 
can be said to have a one and one-half 
party system; one dominant party that 
knows only how to govern and a half 
party (or parties) that know only how 
to oppose. The Socialists position 
creates some serious problems. It is 
not easy to acquire responsibility, 
whether in foreign or domestic policy 
matters, if one has never had power 
and hence never had the responsibility 
that goes with formulating and defend¬ 
ing policy. 

There is still another way in which 
the Japanese pa/ty system can be de¬ 
fined and explained: as a system of 
rival federations within which operate 
the real “parties,” namely, the small 
factions that arc based upon intimate 
personal tics and mutual interests. 
Each of the major parties is composed 
of such factions. Thus the Liberal 
Democratic Party has currently its 
ikeda, Kishi, Sato, Ishii, Ono, Kono, 
Miki-Matsumura, and Fujiyama fac¬ 
tions. The shifting alliances among 
these factions determine leadership of 
the “federation.” Factional loyalty gen¬ 
erally takes precedence over loyalty to 
the “federation”; hence in many re¬ 
spects, the real party is the faction. 

Considering the circumstances noted 
above, it is not surprising that bipar¬ 
tisanship on foreign policy issues docs 
not exist in Japan. Indeed, such issues 
are even used on occasion as weapons 
in the struggle for power among rival 
factions within a major party. Thus 
within the Liberal Democratic Party 
recently, such issues as China policy 
and even the revised Security Treaty 
with the United States were made 
intraparty issues against Kishi and his 


supporters. Needless to say, socialist 
opposition is much more continuous 
and absolute. When we talk about 
Japanese foreign policy or government 
attitudes, therefore, it must be con¬ 
stantly borne in mind that there is a 
vigorous and adamant opposition with 
its own channels to the public. 

Finally, the party system as a whole 
is still on trial with the Japanese people. 
It is not yet thoroughly ingrained either 
in institutional practice or in public 
behavior. Popular commitments to in¬ 
dividual parties and the party concept 
may be growing, but they remain 
basically weak at this point. There is 
some danger that in an age of increas¬ 
ing mass participation in Japanese pol¬ 
itics, the parties and the Diet will be 
circumvented. There is a tendency on 
the part of the “left” to protest via the 
streets, and the “ultraright” to protest 
via the knife. 

The Japanese bureaucracy also 
merits special attention. Its policy role 
is a vital one, especially with respect 
to foreign affairs. Once again, a few 
broad trends need to be noted. First, 
the general prestige and power of the 
Japanese bureaucracy continues to be 
extremely high. To be sure, there are 
powerful, new challenges. Industry, 
commerce, and the higher professional 
fields have undoubtedly made steady 
advances as “prestige occupations.” In 
relative terms, therefore, the prestige of 
the official in Japan has declined in 
recent decades. This is indicated by the 
degree of popular homage currently 
paid him, by his present emoluments, 
and by his own attitude toward his 
status. But these are changes relative 
to the Japanese past. In comparison 
with other democratic societies, the 
Japanese oflicial still enjoys great 
prestige and power. Despite the efforts 
of the Occupation to encourage local 
autonomy, the forces of centralization 
ultimately triumphed. Today, the na- 
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tional government is as powerful as at servative party has been taking place, 
any time in the past. Notwithstanding The percentage of conservative Diet 
the new constitutional position of the members who arc ex-oflicials (from the 
Diet, the central bureaucracy wields national civil service) has steadily risen 
enormous power, partly because of its since 1946. Today, approximately one- 
Icgacy and partly as a natural result of fourth of the Liberal Democratic Diet 
its technical expertise. Under these members arc in this category. And the 
conditions, it is not surprising that percentage of party leaders and Cabinet 
many young Japanese aspire to careers members who are cx-ofiicials is much 


as officials. Indeed, competition for the 
available civil service positions is as 
intense as for top positions in indu.stiy 
or the leading professions. 

In some respects, the bureaucracy 
has changed less in its basic character 
than most other facets of postwar 
Japan. In structure, it remains strongly 
hierarchical. Its modes of operation 
have also been slow to change. Yet 
in socio-economic composition and in 
basic training, the Japanese bureauc¬ 
racy is undergoing significant evolution. 
No doubt young men from the upper 
and upper-middle classes still have 
sizeable advantages—the maximum 
educational opportunities and proper 
social connections. But other elements 
have been pushing their way into the 
civil service in increasing numbers. 
Tokyo University, moreover, docs not 
have the training monopoly it possessed 
before 1945. A larger proportion 
of successful candidates come from 
other institutions. Above all, Japanese 
civil servants are now receiving a much 
broader college education on the one 
hand, and much more advanced tech¬ 
nical training where it is desired, on 
the other hand. The premium upon 
specialized skills has grown steadily 
higher. Some observers believe that the 
Japanese civil service today is not only 
attracting top talent in such fields as 
economics, but giving it more oppor¬ 
tunity than actually exists in the 
academic world of Japan. 

Another vital fact cannot be ignored. 
As in the prewar period, an increasing 
bureaucratic “infiltration” of the con- 


higher. It is this fact that makes easy 
the close interaction between party 
leadership and higher bureaucracy in 
contemporary Japan. 

The Japane.se Foreign Office is small 
in size and organized in a simple 
fashion. It has less than 2000 men 
of civil service rank. Its major sub¬ 
divisions arc Bureaus of two types, 
those covering geographic areas and 
tho,se representing specialized func¬ 
tions. The latter include economic af¬ 
fairs, treaties, information and cul¬ 
ture, and international cooperation. 
Within the Ministry, there is also a 
Secretariat which serves as a central 
coordinating and administrative unit. 
It includes a Policy Planning Staff 
charged with over-all evaluation and 
planning of basic policy positions. 
Official liaison with the Diet is main¬ 
tained through a parliamentary vice- 
minister, normally appointed from the 
Diet membership. 

Today, a fairly high degree of co¬ 
ordination, efficiency, and continuity 
exists in the formulation of Japanese 
foreign policy. In the prewar period, 
as we have seen, the struggle to con¬ 
trol foreign policy was a complex one 
waged by may diverse forces. The ulti¬ 
mate cost to Japan was enormous. In 
the immediate post-surrender period, 
the Japanese Foreign Office could play 
only a minor role. Both foreign and 
domestic policy were first laid down 
by Occupation authorities. The Japa¬ 
nese function was essentially to discern 
what the policy was and then to exer¬ 
cise—^with uncertain results—^the right 
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of suggestion. In any case, diplomacy 
had to be directed primarily toward the 
United States. As the Occupation drew 
to a close, Japanese initiative was 
gradually reasserted. Initially, diplo¬ 
macy in the hands of Prime Minister 
Yoshida, himself an ex-Forcign Office 
man, was highly personalized. His op¬ 
ponents charged him with “one man 
diplomacy.” General party participa¬ 
tion in foreign policy det-i ions was 
very limited. And the F'orcigt! Office 
itself still struggled to overcome its 
earlier weak and ineffectual position. 

As Japan regained her independence, 
however, the conduct of foreign policy 
was gradually placed on a broader 
base. This base is the network of col¬ 
laboration between conservative party 
and Foreign Office representatives. By 
the time of the Kishi era (Kishi became 
Prime Minister in February 1957), 
Foreign Office Bureau chiefs had begun 
to have close contacts with conservative 
party leaders. Many of these contacts 
were with the pertinent committees of 
the Liberal Democratic Party: the Re¬ 
search Committee on Foreign Rela¬ 
tions, the Policy Research Committee, 
and the General Affairs Board. These 
committees, and particularly the Gen¬ 
eral Affairs Board, determine the for¬ 
eign policy position of the party. 

Foreign Office-Liberal Democratic 
Party liaison has not always been 
smooth or uncomplicated. The fac¬ 
tional character of Japanese parties on 
occasion can represent a major prob¬ 
lem. The primacy of factionalism makes 
it relatively easy for foreign policy to 
become a weapon in intraparty strife, 
especially if this is encouraged by cer¬ 
tain external pressure groups. Thus, at 
the time of negotiations between Japan 
and the Soviet Union for a treaty of 
peace, some leaders within the Liberal 
Democratic Party, supported by cer¬ 
tain fishery and commercial groups, 
built up maximum pressure for a rapid 


settlement. This was resisted by top 
Foreign Office officials. For a time, 
Japan suffered once again from “dual 
diplomacy.” In spite of the absence to 
date of an independent military ele¬ 
ment, the Foreign Office has faced 
jurisdictional and policy rivalries from 
other ministries on occasion. Japan, 
however, does not have the massive 
problem of reconciling and integrating 
a Pcntagon-CIA-State Department tri¬ 
umvirate in the foreign policy field. 
And on the whole, coordination in the 
formulation and execution of foreign 
policy has been more satisfactory in 
recent years than at any other time 
in the history of Japan. 

There is another side to the coin. 
Developments with respect to Japa¬ 
nese pressure groups, public opinion, 
and opposition parties have added many 
new complexities to the scene. As 
noted earlier, pressure groups of all 
types have been operative in postwar 
Japan. In comparison with the period 
before 1945, the number and diversity 
of pressure groups, and their impact 
upon Japanese foreign policy, has 
greatly increased. It is not appropriate 
here to attempt any detailed discussion; 
only a few salient points can be 
presented. As in the prewar era, the 
commercial-industrial groups have the 
greatest single influence upon the 
Liberal Democratic Party, especially in 
the field of foreign policy. Through the 
Japan Employers Association and 
many similar organizations, single and 
multi-purpose, their policy positions 
are made known. It would be a mis¬ 
take to assume that the Japanese busi¬ 
ness-industrial world speaks with a 
single voice. On such an issue as the 
importance of trade with Communist 
China, for example, it is far from 
unanimous. Still, the broad outlines of 
Japanese foreign policy at present are 
deeply influenced by the interests and 
views of leading industrial-commercial 
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pressure groups. They remain the chief 
sources of financial support for the 
Liberal Democratic Party, the most 
intimate confidants of conservative pol¬ 
iticians, and hence, the most powerful 
unofficial influence upon public policy, 
domestic and foreign. 

On certain issues, pressures emanat¬ 
ing from rural Japan can also be im¬ 
portant. Almost every Japanese farmer 
belongs to an Agricultural Cooperative 
Association today, and these Associa¬ 
tions are vital to the fortunes of in¬ 
dividual conservative politicians and 
the Liberal Democratic Party as a 
whole. Rural Japan still constitutes 
over 40 per cent of the electorate, a 
portion that votes overwhelmingly con¬ 
servative. The greatest agrarian pres¬ 
sures are exercised on domestic issues, 
but standing agrarian interests and 
attitudes do not need to be articulated 
constantly to establish certain guide¬ 
lines and limits in the foreign policy 
area. 

The more serious complexities that 
have recently emerged in foreign policy 
formulation, however, refer less to 
traditional Japanese pressure groups 
than to certain new ones, and to the 
force of mass “public opinion” as it 
is revealed in countless polls. Among 
the opposition pressure groups, the 
most important is organized labor. The 
General Council of Trade Unions of 
Japan (Sohyo) has been especially 
vocal on foreign policy issues. It has 
hewed closely to (and helped to shape) 
the left socialist position on such sub¬ 
jects as neutralism, relations with 
the Communist world, opposition to 
“American imperialism,” and many 
other issues. In addition, it has sup¬ 
ported these position with political ac¬ 
tion: demonstrations, work stoppages, 
and quantities of political literature. 

Sohyo, with its more than three mil¬ 
lion members, is probably the most 
formidable of the opposition pressure 


groups (though it should not be im¬ 
plied that it can commit all its members 
on any issue). There are, however, a 
number of pressure groups that oc- 
eupy similar positions vis-a-vis conser¬ 
vative foreign policy. Most of them 
represent intellectual-student-labor ele¬ 
ments in Japanese society. This opposi¬ 
tion, as was indicated earlier, cannot 
be ignored. It maintains a substantial 
forum by means of newspapers, maga¬ 
zines, and radio. Its message reaches 
the Japanese public, especially the 
urban public, regularly. And since 
1950, foreign policy has become a vital 
part of the political battlefield in Japan, 
probably the most vital part. The con¬ 
servatives have been forced to recognize 
a far more significant opposition than 
any experienced in the prewar era, and 
they have had to devise new methods 
of meeting that opposition. Suppres¬ 
sion or indifference are no longer feasi¬ 
ble. Thus the conservatives are also 
resorting to mass media and seeking 
public support more actively than in 
the past. 

Under present circumstances, it is a 
most difficult task to assess the influ¬ 
ence of Japanese public opinion upon 
the foreign policy formulation process. 
In recent years, polling has become 
very popular in Japan, It is carried out 
by a variety of organizations, and the 
most widely-regarded polls are con¬ 
ducted on the basis of techniques simi¬ 
lar to those employed by leading 
American professional pollsters. The 
major Japanese newspapers in par¬ 
ticular have thrown themselves into 
polling the public at regular intervals on 
a wide variety of subjects, including 
many issues of foreign policy. Opinions 
on rearmament, a seeurity treaty with 
the United States, and relations with 
Communist China have been asked for 
frequently. And in a number of cases, 
the polls have indicated either a large 
minority or an actual majority of those 
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polled differing with current govern¬ 
ment policy. 

There is little doubt that public 
opinion, now being presented in these 
concrete, measured forms, has had a 
rising impact upon the decision making 
in Japan. Increasingly, it is a factor 
which Japanese leaders take scriou.sly. 
Sometimes, to be sure, public opinion 
is used as an excuse to justify a deci¬ 
sion based mainly on other grounds. 
But more frequently, when the polls 
indicate substantial public opposition 
to a given policy, conservative leaders 
respond with modifications, a shift in 
timing, and/or a more intensive public 
relations campaign. Thus the reluc¬ 
tance of recent conservative admin¬ 
istrations to rearm rapidly or fully, the 
long and fairly firm Japanese bargain¬ 
ing in connection with the revised 
security treaty, and the cautious, 
ambivalent position on relations with 
Communist China are all indications 
of the new power of the Japanese 
common man. 

Some important qualifications must 
be added to this picture, however. The 
Japanese conservatives arc well aware 
of the fact that elections in Japan are 
not won primarily on the basis of issues, 
particularly issues of foreign policy. In 
recent elections, the Liberal Democrats 
have placed their main stress on 
domestic issues—notably on the theme 
of prosperity and progress. They also 
count heavily and correctly upon 
superiority of organization, funds, and 
local leadership. J'hus they can afford 
to take chances, even when they know 
or suspect that there is strong public 
opposition to specific foreign policy 
positions. This is the more true be¬ 
cause they believe (with reason) that a 
mere numerical count of opposition is 
misleading. Opposition of the intensity 
likely to be translated into political ac¬ 
tion is largely confined to urban centers, 
especially Tokyo. Thus when con¬ 


fronted with evidence of hostile public 
opinion, the government tactic quite 
naturally is to camouflage or alter 
slightly a policy so as to disarm some 
of the opposition, but rarely if ever to 
make changes. With respect to the 
socialists also, a caveat must be entered 
regarding the influence of public 
opinion. The record would indicate 
that often the Japanese socialists have 
ignored public opinion when it con¬ 
flicted with their ideological “purity.” 

In sum, the process of formulating, 
executing, and defending Japanese for¬ 
eign policy today is in the hands of a 
conservative elite. The formal and in¬ 
formal institutional proccs.ses have been 
greatly refined in the postwar era, and 
now operate at a fairly high level 
of cflieicncy. Foreign Office-Liberal 
Democratic Party liaison is close and 
continuous. Despite some pioblems, 
therefore, the old difficulties of co¬ 
ordination and rivalry have largely 
been eliminated. With the military 
clearly subordinated, and with party- 
official cooperation at a peak, Japa¬ 
nese foreign policy has achieved an 
unprecedented degree of coordination 
and continuity. The new Japanese For¬ 
eign Office men, moreover, as a group 
are more broadly recruited and trained 
than prior to World War 11, and also 
have a higher level of technical profi¬ 
ciency. 

In political terms, the conservative 
elite that directs Japanese foreign 
policy is sustained and influenced 
mainly by the industrial, commercial, 
and agrarian segments of Japanese 
society. Contradictory pressures, how¬ 
ever, sometimes flow from these ele¬ 
ments, and in any case, no simple eco¬ 
nomic analysis does justice to the 
realities of the situation. Among other 
things, Japan is becoming a mass 
society in which the conservative elite 
is forced to pay increasing attention to 
public opinion. In part, this is reflcc- 
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live of the fact that the public has a 
choice: the socialist opposition, while 
weak in many respects, is infinitely 
more important than at any time in 
the prc-1945 period, and it offers the 
Japanese people a dramatically dif¬ 
ferent foreign policy. But the influence 
of public opinion in Japan today can 
easily be exaggerated. With respect to 
foreign policy, it would be most ac¬ 
curate to say that public opinion serves 
to effect certain modifications, both of 
substance and of timing, and causes the 
conservatives to give more attention to 
the image of their policies in the Japa¬ 
nese public mind. 

CONTEMPORARY ISSUES IN 
JAPANESE FOREIGN POLICY 

At present, three dominant considera¬ 
tions underlie the debates and decisions 
pertaining to foreign policy in Japan. 
First, there are the interrelated issues 
of nationalism and security, issues in¬ 
volving Japane.se relations with the 
United States, the Communist bloc, 
and the world. Second, there is the 
high priority that must be aecorded 
economic considerations in foreign 
policy—the extreme importance at¬ 
tached to such matters as trade, tech¬ 
nical assistance opportunities, and 
equality of economic treatment by 
others. Finally, there exists within Japa¬ 
nese society an ardent search for some 
basic purpose or function, especially 
one that will relate Japan in a suitable 
manner to the Asian world, catering to 
her “special intercst.s” there, while al¬ 
lowing her a place on the world stage 
in concert with other major societies. 
We must study these general considera¬ 
tions further in the context of specific 
policy issues, for they are likely to be 
the enduring as well as the underlying 
forces motivating Japanese society. In¬ 
deed, if the background that we have 
projected is examined closely, these 


forces will be seen in different forms 
throughout the history of modern 
Japan. 

Nafionalism, security, and 
foreign policy 

Given the years of defeat, occupation, 
and subordination to foreign authority, 
the recent resurgence of Japanese na¬ 
tionalism is completely understandable. 
But today, in contrast to the prewar 
situation, nationalism in Japan is based 
upon no narrow range of ideology or 
line of attack. It runs the entire political 
gamut. Old-line conservative and ultra¬ 
rightist doctrines and tactics are once 
more displayed openly. Some attempt 
is being made to preserve or revive the 
Emperor cult and assassination is again 
a factor in the political scene. But now 
the left also uses nationalism as a potent 
political weapon. American bases in Ja¬ 
pan, the Okinawan occupation, and all 
issues revolving around the so-called 
“subordination to America” arc brought 
under assault. On foreign policy issues 
particularly, socialist and Communist 
attacks upon the conservatives arc 
generally spearheaded by nationalist 
slogans. Regarding domestic issues, the 
situation is sometimes reversed. When 
the Liberal-Democrats attack the new 
Constitution, they do so in nationalist 
terms, referring to it as “the transla¬ 
tion” and unsuitable for Japan in some 
of its provisions. It is the socialists who 
defend this document as representing 
the true will of the Japanese people. 
And there arc many other respects in 
which the nationalist mantle seems to 
be worn by the conservatives. 

In some respects, nationalism in this 
period is reminiscent of the Mciji era. 
Once again, its dominant notes arc de¬ 
fensive in character. Japan is an i.slund 
of weakness surrounded by a sea of 
power. But this time the power is Asian 
as well as Western. The continent is no 
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longer a vacuum; Communist China 
in itself is cn route to becoming a major 
power, and behind it stands the Soviet 
Union. Under these conditions, it 
seems highly unlikely that Japanese na¬ 
tionalism will revert quickly or easily 
to its former themes of expansionism 
and a militant messianic mission. 'I hc 
burning issues are more likely to con¬ 
cern the best way in which to preserve 
the territorial integrity of Japan and 
her true independence. And these art 
the issues of the day. On the one hand, 
questions of extraterritoriality, foreign 
residency and bases, and equality of 
treatment—in short, questions of “true 
independence"’—have come to the fore. 
But there is another way in which the 
basic question can be posed: under 
present conditions, how can Japan 
achieve security, lasting prosperity, and 
meaningful independence except in 
alliance with the United States? 

Thus the great debate in Japan con¬ 
tinues over neutralism versus alliance. 
It is clear that neutralism has sub¬ 
stantial support, and not merely from 
the organized left. World War II left 
terrible scars that will not soon be 
eradicated. Two hundred and thirty 
thousand Japanese still sufl'er from 
radioaetivc diseases as a result of the 
atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki. There are additional 
thousands who bear the marks of the 
great fire raids on major Japanese 
cities or actual combat injuries. Thus 
both memories and the living symbols 
of the last war contribute strongly to a 
Japanese distaste for rearmament or 
involvement in the game of interna¬ 
tional power politics. And there is a 
widespread fear that alliance with the 
United States, particularly the presence 
of American bases on Japanese terri¬ 
tory, will greatly increase the risk of 
Japanese involvement in some future 
war. 

The question is also asked, will or 


can the United States actually provide 
security for Japan in the final analysis? 
Japan lies on the peripheries of Sino- 
Soviet power. (Should we join “Sino- 
Sovict” with a hyphen, or advance the 
historical process by separating them 
with a slash mark, “Sino, Soviet”?) In 
any case, many Japanese argue that in 
the face of these huge states, Japan 
should reconcile herself to the status 
of a minor power, that the days when 
she could take advantage of the weak¬ 
ness of giants arc over. The Japanese 
population which is now approaching 
ninety-three million must depend upon 
imports for 80 per cent of its industrial 
raw materials and about 20 per cent 
of its foodstuffs. Its cities are massive, 
densely packed, and highly vulnerable. 
They lie minutes away from Commu¬ 
nist ba.scs. But the lines of supply and 
communication to continental United 
States centers are long, and in rhe event 
of war, uncertain. Perhaps all of these 
points add up to a feeling in some 
Japanese circles that the combination 
of developments in military technology 
and massive political change, especially 
in Asia, make warfare a form of cer¬ 
tain suicide for modern Japan. 

Some of these feelings lay behind the 
serious political crisis that developed 
in the spring of 1960 over the revised 
security treaty with the United States. 
This crisis produced the most substan¬ 
tial mass movement in Japanese politi¬ 
cal history. Millions of Japanese signed 
petitions asking for the Diet to be dis¬ 
solved and new elections to be held 
so as to test public sentiment. Hundreds 
of thousands demonstrated in Tokyo 
and other major cities. The acute stage 
of the crisis lasted for nearly one month 
from mid-May to early June. 

Naturally, the organized left-wing 
played an important part in this crisis, 
but to dismiss the episode as a Com¬ 
munist or even Socialist in.spircd riot 
is to misunderstand seriously the pres- 



258 ROBERT A. 

ent climate of Japanese politics and 
public opinion. No one knows this bet¬ 
ter than the Japanese conservatives. 
The May-June Incident was the prod¬ 
uct of many complex factors: the in¬ 
eptitude and increasing unpopularity 
of the Kishi government; the almost 
unanimous opposition of the metro¬ 
politan press to government actions, 
which helped to mobilize public senti¬ 
ment; factionalism inside the Liberal 
Democratic Party which helped to 
weaken Kishi’s internal ba.se of sup¬ 
port; and the tactics used in forcing 
the treaty through the House of Rep¬ 
resentatives which gave opponents a 
new slogan, “for the protection of de¬ 
mocracy,” an appeal that enlisted sup¬ 
port even from some conservatives. 
Nor can the Socialists be exempted 
from responsibility; toward the concept 
of parliamentarism, there exists a con¬ 
siderable ambivalence in socialist cir¬ 
cles. Certain socialists believe in parli¬ 
amentarism—^plus. They are willing to 
go beyond parliamentary procedures 
if necessary to attain their ends. They 
do not accept completely the right of 
the majority to govern. And they do 
not eschew violence if it offers a chance 
of success. 

Actually, the May-June Ineident re¬ 
vealed some of the continuing weak¬ 
nesses of Japanese parties and parlia¬ 
mentarism. No party really gained as 
a result of the crisis. With the revised 
treaty safely enacted, Kishi resigned 
after playing a major role in selecting 
his successor, Hayato Ikeda. Ikeda took 
office with conciliatory offers to con¬ 
sult with the opposition and operate in 
democratic fashion, to pay attention 
to public opinion, and to build a pros¬ 
perous, peaceful Japan. The opening 
months of the Ikeda government were 
marked by moderation and many 
pledges to the Japanese people. In 
November 1960, running on a platform 
of economic expansion, increased pub- 
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lie welfare, and prosperity for all, the 
Liberal Democratic Party won another 
major victory, with 58 per cent of the 
vote and 296 Diet scats. However, the 
divided “left” (Democratic Socialists, 
Socialists, and Communists) received 
nearly 40 per cent of the vote, a new 
high for this combined group. More¬ 
over, the moderate Democratic Social¬ 
ists suffered a serious defeat, obtaining 
only 8.8 per cent of the vote and 17 
Diet scats, whereas the Socialists got 
27.6 per cent of the vote and 145 seats. 
The Communists remained powerless 
with only 2.9 per cent of the vote and 
3 Diet seats. 

Thus despite their sizeable electoral 
victories, the Japanc.se conservatives 
are well aware of the deep division in 
Japanc.se public opinion over security 
issues, and the hazards that this might 
present to them in view of opposition 
strength. They know' that approxi¬ 
mately one-third of the electorate have 
repeatedly registered their opposition 
to rearmament and military alliance, 
with another one-third being uncertain 
or uninterested. Consequently, they 
have been cautious in approaching 
these issues. In the budget for the fiscal 
year 1961, appropriations for the Japan 
Self-Defense Force totalled about 9 
per eent, as compared with 10 per 
cent in fiscal 1960; but major increases 
were voted for social security, public 
works, and school expenditures, in 
harmony with the Ikeda promises. 

There is every indication that Japan 
will retain a military tie with the United 
States, but will not become a major 
military ally in the foreseeable future. 
Japanese military policy will be predi¬ 
cated upon limited, conventional re¬ 
armament for defense purposes only. 
In all likelihood, public opposition will 
preclude the addition of atomic weap¬ 
ons to the arsenal of the Defense Force, 
or the storage of such weapons on Japa¬ 
nese soil for United States use. Numeri- 



THE FOREIGN POLICY OF MODERN JAPAN 


259 


cal growth of the defense force will 
be very gradual and limited. As noted 
earlier, the present size is only about 
230,000 men in all branches. There 
will be no attempt in the near future to 
commit these forces abroad, even for 
use by the United Nations. It is also 
unlikely that Article Nine of the Con¬ 
stitution will be repealed or altered, 
since the conservatives do not ‘ '’ve the 
votes to accomplish this. 

As long as the conservative r<' nain 
in power, however, Japanese foreign 
policy will continue on the pathway 
of gradual rearmament and alliance 
with the United States. Prime Minister 
Ikcda expressed the government posi¬ 
tion in a speech of October 25, 1960 
to the Diet: 

To build up and replenish our self- 
defense power on our own initiative is 
the proper responsibility of ours as an 
independent nation. Needless to say, this 
defense power will have to be such as 
is appropriate to our national resources 
and circumstances. This is why our coun¬ 
try, while entrusting the fundamentals of 
our security guarantee to the United 
Nations and the Japanese-Amcrican Se¬ 
curity Treaty, has pursued a policy of 
expanding gradually our self-defense 
power. With a small—relatively the 
smallest in the world—defense cost, Ja¬ 
pan has been able to maintain peace 
and security and at the same time achieve 
a startling development of the national 
economy. This, I believe, is proof of the 
diplomatic success of the successive Con¬ 
servative Governments in the past. On 
the other hand, there is a tendency among 
some Japanese to advocate neutralism as 
a means effective enough for ensuring 
our country’s security. These are the 
people who neglect the concrete examina¬ 
tions of the international environment of 
our country, who ignore the fact that 
Japan’s power has an enormous bearing 
upon the East-West balance, and who 


lack insight into the position of our coun¬ 
try, which considers its cooperation with 
free countries as the primary basis of the 
national prosperity and economic de¬ 
velopment. . . . 

To make alliance more acceptable, 
however, and to advance Japanese na¬ 
tional interests, the conservatives will 
continue to approach military-security 
issues with an admixture of caution 
and tough bargaining. For example, 
under the revised security treaty, the 
United States has the use of certain air 
and naval installations in Japan proper, 
but the Japanese government currently 
insists that under the terms of the new 
treaty, it must be consulted and give 
its approval prior to the use of these 
bases in connection with any hostility. 

There are other respects in which the 
Japanese conservative leaders will seek 
to prove that this is an alliance of equal 
partners, and that theirs is “an inde¬ 
pendent foreign policy within the 
framework of cooperation with the 
West, and particularly the United 
States.” In Okinawa where some 875,- 
000 people live who culturally are 
Japanese, the United States has rec¬ 
ognized the “residual sovereignty” of 
Japan, and at present, Japanese inter¬ 
action with Okinawa is steadily increas¬ 
ing. Commercial investment, educa¬ 
tional aid, and political counselling all 
give evidence of the mounting partici¬ 
pation of the Japanese government in 
Okinawan life. Reversion on some basis 
is only a question of time. 

Meanwhile, the Japanese govern¬ 
ment is committed to seeking friendly 
relations with the Communist bloc, and 
especially to improving relations with 
Communist China. Shortly after the 
Korean War ended, an attempt to at¬ 
tain a “normalization” of relations with 
the Communist bloc was begun. Nego¬ 
tiations with the Soviet Union culminat¬ 
ing in the Treaty of 1956 constituted 
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the opening and rather frustrating 
move. Russia made very few conces¬ 
sions, in keeping with the past. As yet, 
there arc no indications that the future 
of Russo-Japanese relations will di¬ 
verge greatly from those of the last 
few decades. Within Japan, antipathy 
to the U.S.S.R. is relatively strong, a 
product of historic rivalries, the last- 
minute attack in 1945, Russian treat¬ 
ment of Japanese prisoners, and its 
“get-tough” policy toward Japan on 
most postwar issues. 

Conceivably, the Soviet Union could 
alter its position, and at a rather mini¬ 
mal price, woo the Japanese by trade 
offers, greater liberality on fishery and 
prisoner issues, and minor territorial 
concessions. Up to date, however, the 
relatively tough line has continued. The 
Russians have even refused to yield 
the two small islands of Habomai and 
Shikotan off Hokkaido unless the se¬ 
curity treaty with the United States is 
abandoned. Thus the indications arc 
that Russo-Japanese relations will not 
go far beyond the levels of correct 
formality and very minor, reciprocal 
concessions. Japanese policy will be 
marked by vigilance, determined bar¬ 
gaining, and the hope for some thaw 
in the Soviet altitude, possibly as a by¬ 
product of increasing Sino-Sovict diffi¬ 
culties. 

Relations with Communist China 
are regarded as much more important 
and potentially different. With China, 
Japan has had a lengthy historic re¬ 
lationship and it remains inconceivable 
to most Japanese that the ties can long 
remain almost completely severed. 
Within Japan, pressures have mounted 
for a “realistic China policy.” Various 
business interests continue to believe 
that the China trade could be meaning¬ 
ful under “normalized” relations, even 
if it were different in type and less in 
quantity than in the period before 1945. 
Certain conservative leaders are at odds 


with the present policy, which they re¬ 
gard as the result of deference to the 
United States. The socialists, of course, 
have sought to make a major political 
issue out of China policy. They have 
demanded full and unqualified recog¬ 
nition of the People’s Republic, and 
have denounced the conservatives for 
preventing this by a policy of military 
alliance with the United Slates. 

Conservative policy is to seek some 
readjustment of China policy that will 
accord with the realities of the situa¬ 
tion without conceding on all points 
to the Chinese Communists and thereby 
jeopardizing relations with the United 
States and Taiwan. On January 30, 
1961, Prime Mini.ster Ikeda uttered the 
following carefully chosen words to the 
Diet: 

Japan welcomes any improvement of 
relations, particularly expansion of trade, 
with Mainland China. In fact, how to 
approach this question is our task this 
year. But the question of Mainland China 
is not one that can be disposed of between 
Peking and Tokyo alone; it must be taken 
up from the viewpoint of a general ad¬ 
justment of East-West relations. 1 think 
Japan and Communist China, on common 
recognition of this fact and through 
mutual respect for each other’s position, 
should seek to establish friendly relations, 
on the basis of the existing conditions, for 
the sake of the peace and prosperity of 
the Far East. 

In reality, the Japanese government 
would like to realize a “Two Chinas” 
policy, or more properly, a “One 
China-One Taiwan” policy. To this 
end, it can be expected to work and to 
put increasing pressure upon the United 
States. The Chinese Communists are 
aware of this, and determined to pre¬ 
vent it if possible. That is why they 
have been pursuing a tough policy, 
refusing any substantial trade unless 
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they arc accorded formal recognition 
and Taiwan is accepted as “an internal 
problem of China.” Moreover, there 
can be no doubt that the Chinese 
Communists see the Amcrican-Japa- 
nese military alliance as a potential 
threat to them, and would like to break 
it up. Whether in the future they will 
attempt this by switching from a tough 
to a soft policy remains unclear 

Thus once again, Japan , faced 
with the problem of finding ''ork- 
ablc China policy, and this time u must 
be based more upon the .strength than 
the weakness of that nation. Her suc¬ 
cess cannot be predicted; the variables 
are too numerous and they go far be¬ 
yond Japan. Even if improvements are 
scored, however, given the political 
realities of the present, it is very doubt¬ 
ful that Sino-Japanese relations will be 
marked by great intimacy in the near 
future. The chances arc strong that 
China will remain Communist and 
Japan anti-Communist; that economic 
as well as political rivalries will build 
up in the Asian area; that both states 
will reflect their differences within Asia 
through alliances out of Asia. But even 
if this proves to be the case, Japan 
will seek to follow a flexible, realistic 
policy under conservative leadership, 
exploring all economic opportunities 
and moving toward a One China-One 
Taiwan policy if at all possible. 

In summary, all forces in Japan to¬ 
day pay homage to the idea of an inde¬ 
pendent foreign policy, and the removal 
of those inequities remaining from the 
era of Occupation. The conservatives 
believe that that independence can only 
be truly achieved and maintained if 
Japan has her own military force, and 
is connected with the military power of 
the United States. Therefore they sup¬ 
port alliance, emphasizing strongly its 
economic and political advantages, and 
cancelling its military risks against 
those of neutralism. If the internal 


prosperity of Japan continues and no 
general war occurs, the conservatives 
will probably remain in power for the 
indefinite future, and they arc not 
likely to undertake drastic shifts in 
this policy. At the same time, however, 
it is entirely possible that a combina¬ 
tion of internal and external develop¬ 
ments will heighten the appeal of neu¬ 
tralism to the Japanese public, making 
conservative policies in this field in¬ 
creasingly difficult. The great debate 
over neutralism versus alliance may 
well get hotter in the years ahead. 

The economic basis of Japanese 
foreign policy 

The high priority given to economic 
considerations in formulating Japanese 
foreign policy stems from many fac¬ 
tors. In 1961, the Japanese pop’.dation 
was approaching 93 million. This vast 
number of people now live in a coun¬ 
try the size of California with approxi¬ 
mately 16 per cent of the land arable. 
If present calculations arc correct, 
population stability will probably be 
attained within the next twenty-five 
years, but the stabilization figure is not 
likely to be less than 110 to 120 million 
people. Meanwhile, for the next few 
years, the average yearly increase of 
workers on the labor market will be 
well over one million. This requires 
further industrialization. And Japanese 
industry cannot avoid a heavy depend¬ 
ence upon foreign trade. Over 80 per 
cent of all indu.strial raw materials must 
be imported at present. 

In addition, there arc some dynamic, 
new factors in the scene. For the past 
decade, the Japanese economic growth 
rate has been spectacular. In recent 
years, her gross national product has 
been increasing at an average annual 
rate of about 9 per cent. The major 
gains, of course, have been in industrial 
production, but agricultural production 
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also has been making sizeable ad¬ 
vances. The result has been an unprece¬ 
dented degree of prosperity for Japan. 
While the per capita income is still 
very low compared with that of West¬ 
ern Europe, not to mention the United 
States, it has been moving upward at 
a rapid rate. The result is that Japan 
represents one of the very few countries 
of the Afro-Asian region where the 
revolution of rising expectations is 
really in progress. A consumer boom 
has been taking place. Even rural fam¬ 
ilies have participated. 

But once this pace is set, it becomes 
imperative from a political standpoint 
to retain and, if possible, advance it. 
The Japanese conservatives arc well 
aware of the fact that their future de¬ 
pends heavily upon their capacity to 
meet the new desires and expectations. 
Thus the new long-range economic 
program has been named “The Plan 
for Doubling the People’s Income,” 
and it envisages this accomplishment 
in ten years. Furthermore, conserva¬ 
tives like Ikeda are frankly talking 
about the need for a welfare state. In¬ 
deed, they are doing more than talk¬ 
ing; they are putting increasing sums of 
money into fields such as housing, road 
construction, and social security. To 
sustain these expenditures, and to in¬ 
crease them, general economic expan¬ 
sion—and particularly the expansion 
of trade—is vital. 

Economic relations with the United 
States are likely to remain the single 
most important factor in determining 
the fate of the Japanese economy. Al¬ 
most one-third of Japanese trade is 
presently with this country. In 1960, 
Japan exported over one billion, one 
hundred million dollars worth of goods 
to the United States and purchased 
over one billion, three hundred million 
dollars worth of goods from her. Trade 
with the United States has expanded 
so rapidly in the past decade that it has 


caused some serious problems for Ja¬ 
pan. In certain industries, such as tex¬ 
tiles, American producers have de¬ 
manded protection against “low wage” 
Japanese goods, and unions have 
threatened a boycott. There has been 
some discriminatory state legislation 
and heightened pressure for more 
tariff protection. 

Thus far, the issue has been kept 
within bounds by the strong desire of 
both governments to work out a com¬ 
promise, and by Japan’s acceptance of 
a quota system to limit the export to 
the United States of certain goods. The 
problem, however, is a serious one, and 
not susceptible to easy solution. The 
diversification of Japanese exports to 
the United States continues. There has 
also been improvement in market re¬ 
search and public relations. But Amer¬ 
ican complaints of “dumping,” pat¬ 
ent infringement, and discrimination 
against American capital and goods in 
Japan arc frequently made. The threat 
of higher tariffs is a nightmare to the 
Japanese. They too have complaints: 
unscrupulous American buyers who 
take advantage of the highly competi¬ 
tive nature of Japanese small and me¬ 
dium industry, pursuing cut-throat 
tactics and encouraging illegal or im¬ 
moral practices; the penchant of Amer¬ 
ican industry to exaggerate Japanese 
competition; and the problem of a 
trade deficit with the United States. 
Until some more rational, regularized 
method of planning United States- 
Japan economic relations and handling 
grievances is adopted, tensions are 
likely to continue. The newly an¬ 
nounced United States-Japan Commit¬ 
tee on Trade and Economic Affairs 
represents a positive step in the right 
direction, and may alleviate some of the 
current problems. 

The remainder of Japanese trade is 
marked by great diversity, both of area 
and of product. Outside the United 
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States, no single country at present 
accounts for more than a small frac¬ 
tion of Japanese exports. In part, this 
pattern reflects the serious decline in 
Japanese trade with the northeast 
Asian area, including China-Man- 
churia and the former Japanese Em¬ 
pire. In the prewar period when Japan 
controlled Manchuria and used China 
as an area both for investment and 
markets, that trade was of ereat im¬ 
portance. Japan recognizes that the old 
trade pattern, which rested upon vastly 
different conditions, cannot be reestab¬ 
lished. As noted earlier, there is con¬ 
siderable doubt in some commercial 
circles whether trade with Communist 
China under any conditions can be 
very significant. There is also the 
knowledge that it may be used pri¬ 
marily as a political weapon by the 
Communists. That has been the case 
thus far. Many Japanese business in¬ 
terests, however, are anxious to ex¬ 
plore this question fully. Even if the 
China trade does not reach prewar 
percentages, any improvement over the 
present negligible exchange would be 
welcomed. The Japanese government, 
beset with numerous pressures, will 
continue to explore methods of im¬ 
proving her economic relations with 
Communist China, subject to the po¬ 
litical conditions outlined earlier. 

Meanwhile, the quest for new mar¬ 
kets and economic opportunities con¬ 
tinues everywhere. With governmental 
encouragement, Japanese businessmen 
have canvassed possibilities on every 
continent. Currently, there is hope that 
the European market, which has been 
weak in the past, can be more effec¬ 
tively developed. However, Japan 
places her greatest faith in the Afro- 
Asian world. She expects to find her 
major export in goods and services to 
societies en route to modernization. 
She is continuing to shift her emphasis 
toward heavy industrial and chemical 


products, recognizing that in the light 
industrial field, new competition and 
increasing self-sufficiency arc probable. 
And at the same lime, she is anxious 
to explore every cooperative means 
whereby capital and technical assist¬ 
ance can be advanced to these coun¬ 
tries, hoping to participate in all such 
programs. 

In sum, the conservative leaders will 
continue to give very heavy weight to 
economic considerations in determin¬ 
ing Japanese foreign policy, because 
this is required by the political and 
economic facts of life in contemporary 
Japan. They will count strongly upon 
favorable and expanding economic re¬ 
lations with the United States. At the 
same time, they will be anxious to 
lessen somewhat their dependency 
upon American trade, not by reducing 
it, but by expanding greatly their trade 
with all other regions of the world. 
Their emphasis will be upon the mar¬ 
kets of Africa and Asia, especially the 
latter. 

Basic Japanese goals 

In many respects, Japan is still search¬ 
ing for a basic purpose, a role to play 
in the modern world. The fact that this 
purpose or role has not been easy to 
find in the shattering aftermath of total 
defeat helps to account for some of the 
unrest in Japanese society, especially 
among the youth. There has been a 
certain tendency in the postwar period 
to go from moods of black despair to 
quests for lofty, idealistic causes. Per¬ 
haps this accounts in part for the en¬ 
thusiasm shown in Japan for the United 
Nations, and the eagerness with which 
Japanese participation was greeted. 

The high degree of support accorded 
the United Nations may also reflect 
Japanese acceptance of a “minor state” 
status for their nation. But here, there 
is considerable ambivalence and un- 
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happiness. Mindful of her meteoric 
rise in this century and possessed of a 
surplus of energy and crcativencss, 
Japan has an inner need to utilize her 
talents on the world stage. Perhaps this 
need can be fulfilled if Japan is able 
to interact in technical-economic terms 
with those societies now embarking 
upon programs of rapid modernization. 
This is becoming the major Japanc.se 
goal. 

Japan also hopes to play a consider¬ 
able role in the United Nations and 
other international bodies, in part as 
a bridge between Asia and the West. 
She knows that she has numerous 
competitors for this role, and that she 
has some lost ground to regain. How¬ 
ever, she has certain unique capacities, 
among them the fact that she is still 
the only advanced industrial society in 
the Asian area. This uniqueness is not 
an unmixed blessing, as we have noted 
earlier. It produces conflicting senti¬ 
ments. In part, Japan sees herself as 
sui generis and on occasion displays a 
strong trait of ethnoccntri.sm, finding 
it difficult to understand, communicate 
with, or adjust to others, including her 
fellow Asians. But Japan also sees her¬ 
self as a synthesis of Asian and Western 
culture, an embodiment of the modern, 
non-Western society, and when this 
image predominates, she can display a 
highly sophisticated quality of univer¬ 
sality, a capacity to understand, adjust, 
and lead. 

For twenty years the Anglo-Japanese 
Alliance underwrote Japanese policy in 
Asia. Then through the disintegration 
of that alliance and the abuses of Japa¬ 
nese policy, Japanese plans and hopes 
came to nought. Now an American 
alliance has given Japan a second 
opportunity for an Asian policy which, 
if it is to be successful, must be marked 
by moderation, a cooperative spirit, and 
a predominance of the second image 
noted above. How long will this new 


alliance last? To this question, there is 
no certain answer. For the past decade, 
it has been a logical alliance in terms of 
the needs and goals of both nations as 
viewed by their respective leaders. 
Needs, goals, and leaders sometimes 
change, however. And it is likely that 
the international climate that surrounds 
this alliance—particularly the climate 
in Asia—will become more stormy in 
the years ahead. Thus the premium 
will be upon flexibility, a capacity of 
both parties in the alliance to adjust 
to new conditions. The greatest haz¬ 
ards probably lie in the military aspects 
of the alliance. Still, if economic rela¬ 
tions retain a vital meaning for both 
societies, and cultural ties continue to 
expand, such hazards may be sur¬ 
mounted. The Japane.sc-Amcrican alli¬ 
ance could have as long a life as the 
earlier alliance with Great Britain. One 
would hope that it also could serve as 
an even greater instrument of peace. 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

There is a wealth of primary and secondary source 
materials on Japanese foreign policy for the reader 
who can use the Japanese language. Memoirs of 
prominent statesmen are abundant; a number of 
documentary collections and good secondary works 
exist; and many of the Japanese Foreign Office 
Archives^ having been microfilmed during the 
Occupation, are obtainable through the Library 
of Congress. To list even the most essential Japa¬ 
nese materials would be a lengthy task, and one 
not appropriate here. Fortunately, the reader of 
Japanese can refer to a number of sources for 
bibliographic assistance. We shall merely suggest 
some English-language materials, with emphasis 
upon more recent books. 

Although English materials are still far too limited, 
the last ten years have seen an increasing number 
of worthy articles, monographs, and general stud¬ 
ies, many of which deal in some fashion with 
Japanese foreign policy. 

To start with the historical background of Japanese 
international relations, one might mention the older 
work of R. H. Akagi, Japan's Foreign Relations: 
1542—1936 (Argus, 1936), but the historical writ¬ 
ings of Sir George Sansom provide on excellent in¬ 
troduction to this os to other facets of traditional 
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Japan; Japan—A Short Cultural History (Appleton also can be obtained; a complete set exis 

7943), A History of Japan to 1334 (Stanford, ]958)' for instance, at the Berkeley library. 

A History of Japan, 1334^ 1615 (Stanford, jy^o/ Among existing Western memoirs, special mention 
and The Western World ond Jopon iKnop^, IVSoj should be made of J. C. Grew, Ten Years in Japan 
To these should be added C. R. Boxer's Chri-f-an Is. and S., \9iA), and Sir R. Croigie, Behind the 
Century in Japan (U. of Cal., '195^) for q Japanese Mask ^HutcWmson, ^9AbV 

exposition of initial Western contacts. Sbi^emitsu, 


In the modern period, a few general works include 
materials on foreign policy. One might seU?ct Hugh 
Borton's Jopan's Modern Century (Ronald, 7955) 
and Chitoshi Yanaga's Japanese People and Poli¬ 
tics (Wiley, 1956) as recent works of this type. 
For those particularly interested in the early 
Meiji period, we are fortunate in having the work 
of W. G. Beasley: Great Britain and the Ouenin'j 
of Japan, 1634-1858 (Luzac, 1951) has been fol¬ 
lowed by Select Documents on Japanese Foreign 
Policy, 1853—1868 (Oxford, 1955). These serve as 
an admirable introduction to the problems of the 
early Meiji era, which began in 1867. 


Japan and Her Destiny (Dutton, 1958). 

We have a general account of this wartime period 
in F. C. Jones' Japan's New Order in East Asia; 
Its Rise and Fall, 1937-1945 (Oxford, 1954). 

A growing number of monographs dealing with 
this general period are available. Yale Maxon 
explores the problems involved in formulating 
Japanese foreign policy in his Control of Japanese 
Foreign Policy: A Study of Civil-Military Rivalry, 
1930-1945, (U. of Cal., 1957). 

For other worthy studies, see Harry J. Benda, The 
Crescent and the Rising Sun (Institute of Pacific 


^ Relations, 1958), Robert Butow, Japan's Decision 

The memoirs and accounts of Western diplomats fo Surrender (Stanford, 1955), Willard H. Elsbree, 


and other residents are also of interest; E. M. 
Satow, A diplomat in Japan (Lippincott, 1921); 
Sir Rutherford Alcock, Th? Capital of the Tycoon 
2 vols. (London, 1863); J. H, Gubbins, The Prog¬ 
ress of Japan, 1853-1871 (Oxford, 1911). 

There are also a few monographs of special Inter¬ 
est, mainly pertaining to the later Meiji period. Two 
of these are Hilary Conroy, The Japanese Seizure 
of Korea (U. of Penn., 1960) and Marius B. Jansen, 
The Japanese and the Chinese Revolutionary 
Movement, 1895-1915. 

The Taisho period (1912—1926) is rather sparsely 
covered as yet. Masamichi Royama has written 
one work in English entitled The Foreign Policy 
of Japan, 1914 1939 (Tokyo, 1941); the older 
work by T. Takeuchi, War and Diplomacy in the 
Japanese Empire (Doubleday, 1935), may still have 
some utility. 

The books by A. M. Young, especially his Japan 
in Recent Times, 1912-1926 (Morrow, 1928), are 
of interest as contemporary accounts, and the 
Young newspaper, the Kobe (later Japan) Chron¬ 
icle, is a most important source for many events 
of the entire period between the mid-Meiji and 
prewar Showa eras. 

For most readers, the Showa period is likely 
to be of greatest interest. For the militarist era 


Japan's Rote in Southeast Asian Nationalist Move¬ 
ments, 1940-1945 (Harvard, 1953), Ernst Preus- 
seisen, Germany and Japan: A Study in Totalitarian 
Diplomacy, 1933-1941 (The Hague, 19.58), and 
Paul Schroeder, The Axis Alliance and Japanese- 
Amerlcan Relations, 1941 (Cornell, 1958). 

Japanese accounts of the war can be obtained 
from T. Kase, Journey to the Missouri (Yale, 1950), 
M. Koto, The Lost War (Knopf, 1946), and Saburo 
Hayashi in collaboration with Alvin D. Coox, 
Kogun: The Japanese Army in the Pacific War 
(Marine Corps Association, 1959). 

Various aspects of the postwar period ore covered 
in certain general books: Ardoth Burks, Govern¬ 
ment in Japan (Proeger, 1961), Allan B. Cole, 
Japanese Society and Politics (Boston, 1956), Esier 
Dening, Japan (Proeger, 1961), Nobutoko Ike, 
"Japan'' in George Kohin (ed.). Major Govern¬ 
ments of Asia (Cornell, 1958), Kozuo Kowol, 
Japan's American interlude (U. of Chicago, 1960), 
Ivan Morris, Nationalism and the Right Wing in 
Japan (Oxford, 1960), and Harold Quigley -and 
John Turner, The New Japan: Government and 
Politics (U. of Minnesota, 1956). 

See also the forthcoming Parties and Politics in 
Contemporary Japan by this author and Junno- 
suke Masumi (U. of Col., 1962). 


of the 1930'$ the most important materials are 
contained in two memoirs: the so-called Horada- 
Saionji Memoirs and the Kido Diary; neither of 
these has been published in English, but both are 
available at certain leading libraries in the United 
States in mimeographed form, in whole or in part. 

Perhaps no single English source is as valuable 
as the voluminous War Crimes Triol Documents, 
running into thousands of pages, which were 
translated for purposes of the famous Tokyo trials. 


In his forthcoming book. The Japanese People and 
Foreign Policy, Douglas Mendel, Jr. presents on 
important collection of public opinion polls per¬ 
taining to foreign policy issues (U. of Cal., 1962). 
Naturally, the American reader will tend to have 
Q special interest in American-Japanose relations. 
A substantial number of books has been written 
on this subject. Among the older works, those of 
Payson J. Treat are well known: Japan and the 
United States (rev. ed.; Stanford, 1928), and Dip- 



tic Relations between the United States 
an, 3 vols. (Stanford, 1932, 1938). 
re is also Foster Rhea Dulles, Forty Years of 
lerican-Japanese Relations (Appleton, 1937). 
broad cultural account Is to be found in T. 
snnett, Americans in Eastern Asia (Macmillan, 
922). 

Aore recently, such an approach has been effec- 
/fvely used by Robert Schwantes in his Japanese 
and Americans; A Century of Cultural Relations 
(Harper, 1955). 

In terms of current political relations, the reader 
con refer to E. O. Reischauer, The United States 
and Japan (Revised edition. Harvard, 1957), a 
section entitled The United States and Japan by 
the present author in the American Assembly 
publication. The United States and the Far East 
revised edition, (Prentice-Hall, 1962), and United 
States Foreign Policy — Asia, a study prepared for 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate (Washington, 1959). 

Official publications from the State Department, 
such as the series on Foreign Relations of the 
United States and Japan, are useful for major 
documents. 

In addition there are a number of more specialized 
accounts, limited in scope or time. Only three will 
be mentioned here: H. L. Stimson, The Far Eastern 


Crisis (Harper, 1936), Herbert Feis, The Road to 
Pearl Harbor (Princeton, 1950), and Ray W. Curry, 
Woodrow Wilson and Far Eastern Policy (Twayne, 
1957). 

No serious study of Japanese foreign policy should 
be undertaken, of course, without reference to the 
periodical literature. Among the English-language 
journals, those carrying articles of significance at 
rather regular intervals include Contemporary Ja¬ 
pan, The Japan Quarterly, (formerly The Far East¬ 
ern Quarterly), Foreign Affairs, Pacific Affairs, and 
Asian Survey (formerly Far Eastern Survey). 

Some reference should also be made to the increas¬ 
ing number of English-language materials being 
published by the Japanese government, including 
valuable items pertaining to foreign policy prob¬ 
lems and policies from the Ministries of Finance, 
Trade and Commerce, and the Foreign Office. In 
reference to contemporary issues it will be helpful 
to consult the translations of the vernacular press 
and translations of selected articles from Japanese 
vernacular magazines, put out by the American 
Embassy, if one can obtain access to these. 

Such newspapers as the Japan Times (formerly 
Nippon Times), the Osaka Mainichi English edition, 
and the Asahi Evening News should also be ex¬ 
amined. Naturally, many of the above materials 
will contain further leads and much fuller bib¬ 
liographies. 
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SCOPE OF STUDY: 

1949 TO PRESENT 

China, like Japan, is a relative new¬ 
comer to orthodox conduct of foreign 
relations. For centuries relations be¬ 
tween the imperial court at Peking and 
the outside world remained tributary 
in nature. No concept of sovereignty 
or equality interfered 
with domination by the 
Middle Kingdom over 
dependencies such as 
Tibet and Mongolia, or 
vassal states such as 
Korea and Annam. Be¬ 
yond these peripheral 
areas the presence of 
“foreign barbarians” only 
occasionally interrupted the splendid 
isolation of the emperor. 

Not until the nineteenth century did 
Western pressure forcefully break down 
this isolation. During the first decades 
demands for trade, backed with arms, 
won limited concessions from Peking, 
but negotiations were restricted to 
provincial officials immediately con¬ 
cerned with coastal areas. Even when 
British and French troops shot their 
way to Peking, forcing establishment of 
the Tsungli Yamen as an office to deal 
with foreign governments, Chinese 


officialdom remained hostile to con¬ 
ventional Western practices of inter¬ 
national law and comity. 

Collapse of the Manchu Empire amd 
birt h of the Republic of China in 1912 
offer a convenient point of demarcation 
in the foreign relations of modern 
China. Still, the resemblance with West¬ 
ern states is more apparent than real. 

To be sure the Waichiao 
Pu with its consular 
establishments abroad 
and its acceptance of in¬ 
ternational protocol at 
home functioned as did 
most ministries of foreign 
affairs. The difference lay 
in China’s political frag¬ 
mentation, which left 
nominal authority with a central gov¬ 
ernment but permitted local warlords 
to conduct de facto if not de jure for¬ 
eign relations. 

Civil war rent China jipart during 
the decade 1918-1^8 as_a northwn 
government at Peking, dominated by 
shirtmg military Tactions, vied for 
power with a southern government at 
Canton, headed by Sun Yat-sen and 
his Kuomintang cohorts. Officially Pe¬ 
king enjoyed recognition as the legal 
voice of China until its final defeat by 
the Nationalist Army in 1928. Its 
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actual power, however, extended 
through only a small section of the 
countiy. During the turbulent twenties 
most of South China, 'I’ibct, Sinkiang, 
Mongolia, and Manchuria lay beyond 
control of the capital. 

Thus, examination of foreign policy 
during this period would have to con¬ 
sider not only Waichiao Pu activities 
but also relations between Soviet ad¬ 
visers and the Canton government. 
These important clandestine relations 
continued even after recognition was 
established between Moscow and Pe¬ 
king in 1924. Similarly, Russian troops 
assisted a revolutionary regime in Outer 
Mongolia to oust Chinese control in 
1921. De.spitc recognition in 1924 of 
Peking’s sovereignty over the area, the 
Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs 
continued to describe its “autonomy” 
as permitting “indepcnden(X in its for¬ 
eign policy.” ‘ In like fashion Moscow 
ignored Chinese protests and concluded 
an agreement with Marshal Chang Tso- 
lin for operation of the Chinese Eastern 
Railway which ran through his baili¬ 
wick of Manchuria, although a similar 
agreement had been concluded with 
Peking only four months before. 

In fact, the history of modern China 
until 1949 finds few years wherein a 
central government exercised sufficient 
authority throughout the legal limits 
of its declared competence to preclude 
local conduct of foreign affairs. Japan 
overran Manchuria jn l‘)31 and set up 
the independent statc'bPManchukuo. 
Soviet authorities concluded extensive 
agreements with local governors in the 
border province of Sinkiang, covering 
loans, trading privileges, and mineral 
exploitation rights all without reference 
to the central government. Even the 
miniscule Chinese Communist Party 
took upon itself the power to declare 

1 Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Chi- 
cherin, to the Congress of Soviets, Pravda, 
No. 54 (2985), March 6, 1925, p. 5. 


war against Japan in 1932, acting as a 
Chinese Soviet Repuhlie. 

We see that analysis of C'hincse for¬ 
eign policy requires a continual ad¬ 
justment of scope depending upon the 
time-span considered, for it would be a 
fiction to ignore these side-currents, 
some of which proved rather critical 
in determining the fate of large sectors 
of China. Communist victory over the 
forces of Chiang Kai-shek in 1949, 
however, provides a partial solution to 
to the problem, albeit not a wholly 
successful one. Communist control 
over the mainland of China and its 
general acceptance by Asia, if not by 
the world, as the de jure as well as the 
de facto government, compels our 
studying the regime of Mao Tsc-tung. 
Yet another claimant to China con¬ 
ducts foreign policy in its name—the 
regime of Chiang Kai-shek, which with¬ 
drew to Taiwan irj 1949_ ami continued 
to function there as the Republic of 
China. In view of the relatively small 
domain under Nationalist control and 
the impossibility of this group recon¬ 
quering the mainland, we shall focus 
solely on the Communist People’s Re¬ 
public of China (PRC). 

PROBLEMS OF ANALYSIS 

Obstacles to analysis of Chinese Com¬ 
munist foreign policy are several and 
severe. Our perspective of Chinese for¬ 
eign policy in general is limited by the 
formidable language barrier, which re¬ 
stricts the number of Western scholars 
able to read original documents. Ex¬ 
tensive translation of nineteenth-cen¬ 
tury materials on foreign policy oc¬ 
curred only during the past decade. 
Furthermore, the turbulence of recent 
Chinese politics and the authoritarian 
tendencies of most regimes concerned 
combined to place serious limitations 
on the availability of materials. Again 
it has been only in the past decade that 
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volumes of documents on the important 
T’ai P’ing rebellion of a century ago 
were published by the Peking regime. 



as secretive ahti ut Jts foreign pnliry 
process as _ is its mentor, the Soviet 
Union. A determined appearance of 
‘‘thonblithic unity” within the authori¬ 
tarian elite masks whatever difTcrenccs 
may exist. Comjilcte control o ''" ajl 
media of communication ccnsoi •: in¬ 
formation made available to thr vV( st. 
Public discussion comes only after 
policy has been decided within the 
highest levels of the Chinese Party. 
Government spokesmen rationalize but 
need not defend policy in the absence 
of an organized opposition. 

Compounding these physical ob¬ 
stacles to analysis is the interpretive 
debate among non-Communists as to 
the nature of policy-making in Peking. 
Is it principally Chinese and therefore 
comprehensible only within a con¬ 
tinuous flow of policies preceding it 
from Nationalist or even Manchu days? 
Or is it principally Communist, neces¬ 
sitating close study of Marxist-Lcninist- 
Stalinist precedents for clues and in¬ 
sights? 

Our analysis admits elements of both 
arguments without supporting either 
side exclusively. The present rulers of 
China are Chinese. They have lived 
there, with few exceptions, during most 
of their past. The environment within 
which they operate is essentially the 
same as that which prevailed in China 
for the previous century. At the same 
time, they view that environment 
through Communist lenses. The elite 
possesses a highly articulated ideology 
which it consciously proclaims as the 
basis of behavior: the Marxist-Leninist 
creed of Communism. 

Therefore, we must examine the 
Chinese component of policy in terms 
of the external environment within 
which it operates. Part of this may be 


termed objective—the physical factors 
such as territory, accessibility, and ma¬ 
terial development, which confront all 
elites with certain tangibles. Part of 
this environment is subjective in the 
way in which historical trends arc ex¬ 
perienced and perceived by decision¬ 
makers. Insofar as the subjective fac¬ 
tor remains relatively constant in 
groups preceding the Communists, we 
may term it a Chinese component of 
policy. 

Then wc shall analyze the Com¬ 
munist component of policy. Its ideo¬ 
logical content is dermed-by-t he canon s 
of .MarXj Len in, Stalin, and Mao. Its 
institutional structure springs from 
ideological convictions about the role 
of the. Par ty, the nature of governm ent, 
and the function of aut hor itari an r ule— 
or “democratic centralism” as it is 
termed by the ideology. By combir.ing 
these varied factors we can discern more 
clearly not only the goals of Chinese 
Communist foreign policy, but the 
means available to and likely to be 
adapted by the elite in support of that 
policy. 

EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT: THE 
CHINESE COMPONENT 

Physical factors 

Although the days of the Chinese 
Empire are long past, contemporary 
elites continue to pay obeisance to the 
memory of vanished glory in their 
delineation of China’s territorial sover¬ 
eignty. Chiang Kai-shek, borrowing 
Adolf Hitler’s concept of lehensraitm, 
or “living-space,” laid claim to past 
holdings on the basis of population 
pressure as well as of historical pos- 
.scssion: 

In regard to the living space essential 
for the nation’s existence, the territory 
of the Chinese state is determined by the 
requirements for national survival and 
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by the limits of Chinese cultural bonds. 
Thus, in the territory of China a hundred 
years ago [circa 1840], comprising more 
than ten million square kilometers, there 
was not a single district that was not 
essential to the survival of the Chinese 
nation, and none that was not permeated 
by our culture. The breaking up of this 
territory meant the undermining of the 
nation's security as well as the decline of 
the nation's culture. Thus, the people 


as a whole must regard this as a national 
humiliation, and not until all lost terri¬ 
tories have been recovered can we relax 
our efforts to wipe out this humiliation 
and save ourselves from destruction 

Although Chiang does not specify 
his “lost territories,” a Chinese text 
book published shortly after his state¬ 
ment contains a table listing them (see 
Table 1). 


Table I • CHINA'S "LOST TERRITORIES" 3 


Date 

Area, in 
square 
kilomefers 

Location 

New ownership 

1689 . 

240,000 

North side Khingan Mountains 

Russia 

1727 . 

100,000 

Lower Selenga Valley 

Russia 

1842 . 

83 

Hong Kong 

United Kingdom 

1858 . 

480,000 

North of Heilungkiang 

Russia 

1858 . 

8 

Kowloon 

United Kingdom 

1860 . 

344,000 

East of Ussuri River 

Russia 

1864 . 

900,000 

North of Lake Balkhash 

Russia 

1879 . 

2,386 

Liuchiu Islands 

Japan 

1882 -*! 883 . 

21,000 

Lower Hi Valley 

Russia 

1883 . 

20,000 

Irtysh Valley east of Lake Zaysan 

Russia 

1884 . 

9,000 

Upper Koksol Valley 

Russia 

1885-1889 . 

738,000 

Annam and all Indochina 

France 

1886 . 

574,000 

Burma 

United Kingdom 

1890 . 

7,550 

Sikkim 

United Kingdom 

1894 . 

122,400 

West of the Upper Salween 

United Kingdom 

1894 . 

91,300 1 

West of the Upper Yangtze 

United Kingdom 

1894 . 

100,000 

Upper Burma, Savage Mountains 

United Kingdom 

1895 . 

220,334 

Korea 

Japan 

1895 . 

35,845 

Taiwan 

Japan 

1895 . 

127 i 

Pescadores 

Japan 

1897 . 

760 

The edge of Burma 

United Kingdom 

1897 . 

2,300 

The edge of Burma 

United Kingdom 

Total. 

4 , 009,093 




Nor do Communist leaders remain 
indifferent to China’s past holdings, 
although they temper their immediate 
claims according to time and place. 
Thus Mao Tse-tung staked out his 
future realm in an interview more than 
twenty years ago; 

It is the immediate task of China to 
regain all our lost territories. . . . We 
do not, however, include Korea, formerly 


a Chinese colony, but when we have re¬ 
established the independence of the lost 
territories of China, and if the Koreans 
wish to break away from the chains of 

2 Chiang Kai-shek, China’s Destiny (New 
York: Roy Publishers, 1947), p. 34. 

2Hou Ming-chiu, Chen Erh-shiu, and Lu 
Chen, General Geography of China (in 
Chinese), 1946, as cited in G. B. Cressey, 
Land of the 500 Million (New York: Mc¬ 
Graw-Hill, 1955), p. 39. 
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Japanese imperialism, we will extend 
them our enthusiastic help in their 
struggle for independence. The same 
thing applies for Formosa. . . . The 
Outer Mongolian republic will auto¬ 
matically become a part of the Chinese 
federation, at their own will. The 
Mohammedan and Tibetan peoples, like¬ 
wise, will form autonomous republics at¬ 
tached to the Chinese federation.^ 

True to his word, at least in part, 
Mao, despite Indian protests on', v:. ar 
after establishment of the People’s Re¬ 
public of China in 1949, drove his 
Red Armies to the Tibetan heights. 
His implicit definition of Korea as 
within China’s sphere of interest re¬ 
ceived implementation when Chinese 
armies hurled back United Nations 
troops from the Yalu River to the 
thirty-eighth parallel during 1950-51. 
Sinkiang, presumably referred to above 
as “the Mohammedan people” because 
of its predominantly Moslem popula¬ 
tion, became an autonomous region in 
1955 after considerable “pacification” 
by the Red Army. Only Formosa, held 
by Chiang Kai-shek, and Outer 
Mongolia, recognized as independent by 
the Treaty of Friendship and Alliance 
concluded between the Nationalist 
Government and Moscow in 1945 and 
adhered to in this particular by Peking, 
remained beyond Mao’s control in 
1958. 

Similarly, both Nationalist and Com¬ 
munist maps place China’s borders far 
down in the South China Sea, off the 
shores of Borneo. Mao would subscribe 
to the statements of the official Na¬ 
tionalist handbook, “Both the southern¬ 
most and westernmost borders remain 
to be defined. The Pamirs in the west 
constitute a contested area among 
China, the U.S.S.R., and Afghanistan. 

* E. Snow, Red Star over China (Modem 
Library Edition, 1944), p. 96; interviews 
with Mao Tse-tung in 1936. 


The sovereignty of the Tuansha Islands 
(the Coral Islands) in the south is sought 
by China, the Republic of the Philip¬ 
pines, and Indo-China. The boundary 
between China and Burma also re¬ 
mains to be demarcated.” ® Movement 
of Chinese Communist forces into this 
disputed area bordering India during 
1959-60 aroused protests in New Delhi. 
Lengthy negotiations dcmoiistrated Pe¬ 
king’s unwillingness to renounce its 
territorial demands, even when they 
possess little economic or strategic 
value and when they bring unfavorable 
political repercussions. 

This persistent pattern of behavior 
stems from the traditional Chinese 
definition of a government possessing 
the Mandate of Heaven as one capable 
of defending the frontiers against bar¬ 
barian incursions while maintaining the 
peace against domestic insurrection So 
remote an area as Outer Mongolia be¬ 
came the subject of political con¬ 
troversy in 1912 when young national¬ 
ists agitated against Peking’s conces¬ 
sions to Mongolian demands for 
autonomy under Russian protection. 
These nationwide protests proved a 
useful political weapon against the 
regime of Yuan Shih-k’ai. Similarly in 
1950 Nationalist propaganda sought to 
embarrass Communist Peking by 
charges of “selling out” Chinese soil 
to the Soviet Union through acceptance 
of Outer Mongolian independence. 

The leaders may not believe in this 
expansive definition of China’s terri¬ 
tory, but its acceptance may be dictated 
by political expediency. Whatever the 
cause, the effect is to saddle the gov¬ 
ernment with serious international 
problems. Vague territorial claims 
based on concepts of suzerainty and 
tributary relations or on disputed 
treaties give no objective basis for 
determining international boundaries. 

B China Handbook, 1955—56 (Taipei, 
Taiwan. 1955), p. 15. 
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Thus, it is a moot question whether 
“aggression” in the conventional usage 
could be legally charged against Chi¬ 
nese Communist invasion of Tibet in 
1950. 

Where such boundaries are fixed 
with rough approximation, preeisc 
definition is impeded by the absence of 
natural lines of demarcation. Except 
for the coast and the relatively short 
Yalu and Amur rivers in the northeast, 
none of China’s frontiers can be readily 
identified by natural phenomena. They 
twist tortuously through jungle, moun¬ 
tain, and desert according to the tem¬ 
porary dictates of local needs and the 
relative power available to interested 
parties. The absence of natural demar¬ 
cation is paralleled by an absence of 
natural barriers against migration or 
invasion, complicating the responsi¬ 
bilities facing the central government 
responsible for its citizens’ welfare and 
defense. 

Few lines of communication traverse 
the great distances from China’s tradi¬ 
tional capitals to its remote border 
provinces. At the same time, these 
remote provinces arc relatively close 
to rival centers of power. Not until 
Chinese Communist rule was a rail¬ 
road constructed linking Outer Mon¬ 
golia with North China. At this same 
time the first rough road joined Tibet 
with South China. Currently, Russian 
assistance enables Peking to lay a rail¬ 
road through the desert wastes into 
Sinkiung where it will meet a trunk 
line from the Turk-Sib railroad in the 
Soviet Union. Even Manchuria’s trans¬ 
port ties with China proper, although 
infinitely better than those to other 
areas, were weak considering the 
strategic importance of this region. 

Beside these obstacles those respon¬ 
sible for China’s security have been 
confronted with British pressure upon 
Tibet from India; Russian pres.sure 
upon Sinkiang from adjacent Kazakh¬ 


stan, upon Mongolia from Siberia, and 
upon Manchuria from the Far Eastern 
territories; and Japanese pressure first 
upon Korea and from there upon Man¬ 
churia, as well as upon the Ryukyu 
Islands and Formosa. China's attrac¬ 
tion for invaders traditionally was one 
of food and wealth, luring from the 
interior certain nomadic groups agiiinst 
whom the Great Wall was originally 
designed. Modern invaders came after 
markets (Great Britain), raw materials 
(Japan), or imperialist prestige (Ger¬ 
many ). 

Throughout the past 300 years these 
conditions have been magnified in their 
seriousness by the inferiority of China’s 
economic development eompared with 
that of predatory powers arraigned 
against her. Russia’s piecemeal nibbling 
at Chinese territory was facilitated by 
the remoteness of Sinkiang and Outer 
Mongolia from the base of China’s 
strength. Bringing the contest nearer 
this base, however, revealed that the 
strength was more apparent than real. 
Despite the striking disparity of popu¬ 
lations, Japanese offensives took Korea, 
Manehuria, and finally much of China 
proper from the “land of the four hun¬ 
dred million.” Only industrialization 
could remedy this material weakness 
which left China vulnerable to all 
comers. 

Thus, Chinese foreign policy during 
the nineteenth and twentieth cen¬ 
turies grappled with problems of de¬ 
fense against outer pressures to a 
degree unique among the countries un¬ 
der survey. These pressures were 
varied, but alike in their threat to 
Chinese civilization. Military attack 
literally tore off chunks of territory. 
Economic concessions carved out 
sheltered spheres of influence, disrupt¬ 
ing domestic economic development 
through artificial emphasis upon coastal 
points of foreign control. Finally, ideo¬ 
logical pressures were exerted by for- 
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cign missionaries, who, protected with 
force when necessary, challenged the 
Confucian order with destructive vigor. 

Virtually no point along the 12,600 
miles of China’s perimeter has been 
safe from one or another of these pres¬ 
sures during the last 300 years. So 
vulnerable were they at the turn of 
the century that many wondered 
whether China was not to be the “sick 
man’’ of Asia, to be carved up b' -^ther 
countries as was the Ottoman Empire. 
These physical factors pose an c- 
tive challenge for Chinese foreign 
policy, be it Manchu, Nationalist, or 
Communist. Taken in conjunction with 
the subjective factor of historical ex¬ 
perience, they provide an important 
clue to the behavior of Mao Tse-tung 
and his followers. 

Hisforico/ factors 

More than objective concerns explain 
defensive attitudes in China, which in¬ 
termittently explode into xenophobia. 
Subjective evaluation of events during 
the past century convinces Nationalist 
and Communist alike that many, if not 
all of China’s ills stem from contact 
with the “foreign devil,” now castigated 
as “Western imperialism.” Two hun¬ 
dred years ago Li Shih-yao, viceroy of 
Kwangtung and Kwangsi, memorialized 
the throne on regulations for the con¬ 
trol of foreigners, warning, “It is my 
most humble opinion that when un¬ 
cultured barbarians, who live far be¬ 
yond the borders of China, come to our 
country to trade, they should establish 
no contact with the population, except 
for business purposes.” ® 

Events since Li Shih-yao’s day show 
little break in continuity so far as in¬ 
terpretation of foreign relations is con¬ 
cerned. Chiang Kai-shek blamed the 


chaotic years of interregnum following 
collapse of the Manchu Dynasty upon 
“secret activities of the Imperialists 
. . . the chief cause of civil wars 
among the warlords.” Indeed, he at¬ 
tributed the Empire’s disintegration to 
the so-called “unequal treaties” which 
“completely destroyed our nationhood, 
and our sense of honor and shame was 
lost. . . . The traditional structure of 
the family, the village, and the com¬ 
munity was di.srupted. The virtue of 
mutual help was replaced by competi¬ 
tion and jealousy. Public planning was 
neglected and no one took an interest 
in public affairs.” 

This simplistic explanation errs in 
attributing cause and effect where 
coincidence is the phenomenon. West¬ 
ern pressures hastened collapse of the 
Empire with its Confucian traditions, 
but they came after the process of dis¬ 
integration had begun. By contrast, the 
ability of Japanese society to adopt 
new forms with old content under the 
combined impact of feudal decline and 
Western influence demonstrates the 
distortion of history in Chiang’s anal¬ 
ysis. 

However, it is not the facts of history 
that condition political behavior but 
the way in which men view those facts. 
Hence the similarity of the following 
Communist analysis with those men¬ 
tioned above preceding it in time, is 
highly suggestive of xenophobia as a 
Chinese component of policy. 

They [the imperialists] will not only 
send their running-dogs to bore inside 
China to carry out disruptive work and 
to cause trouble. They will not only use 
the Chiang Kai-shek bandit remnants 
to blockade our coastal ports, but they 
will send their totally hopeless adven¬ 
turist elements and troops to raid and to 


® Hu Sheng, Imperialism and Chinese Pol- Chiang Kai-shek, op. cit., p. 78. 

itics (Peking, 1955), p. 9. ^ Ibid., pp. 79 and 88. 
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cause trouble along our borders. They 
seek by every means and at all times to 
restore their position in China. They use 
every means to plot the destruction of 
China’s independence, freedom, and terri¬ 
torial integrity and to restore their private 
interests in China. We must exercise the 
highest vigilance. . . . They cannot pos¬ 
sibly be true friends of the Chinese 
people. They are the deadly enemies of 
the Chinese people’s liberation move¬ 
ment.® 

Thus, the Chinese Communist devil- 
theoiy of imperialism coincides with 
popular mythology of evil inherent in 
foreign contacts to produce attitudes 
of suspicion and hostility at various 
levels of action. This popular my¬ 
thology derives from perceived experi¬ 
ence, which generalized foreign be¬ 
havior on the basis of rape and pillage 
by Western troops during the nine¬ 
teenth century. Western insistence on 
extraterritorial privileges to try per¬ 
sons by foreign law for crimes com¬ 
mitted on Chinese territory rubbed salt 
in the wound. Insult was added to in¬ 
jury. While Chinese viewed white be¬ 
havior as “barbaric,” whites viewed 
Chinese punishment as “brutal.” The 
inevitable cultural gap, widened by 
racial prejudice, reinforced hostility on 
both sides. 

Injustice was also encountered at 
higher levels of diplomatic relations. 
Chinese experience in the international 
arena gave good reason for bitter re¬ 
sentment at being cast in the role of 
“a melon to be carved up by the pow¬ 
ers.” Throughout the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, gunboat diplomacy forced abdica¬ 
tion of customary rights of sovereignty 

»K’o Pai-nicn, “Hsin min chu chu yi te 
wai chiao tsc” (The Foreign Policy of the 
New People’s Democracy), Hsiieh Hsi 
(Study), 1, No. 2, October 1949, 13-15. 


without reciprocal privileges for China. 
Extraterritorial law, economic con¬ 
cessions, and the stationing of foreign 
troops in Chinese cities were sanctified 
by treaty but won by force. Punitive 
expeditions in 1860 and 1900 delivered 
the supreme insult of foreign military 
occupation in the venerated capital of 
Peking. 

The twentieth century brought little 
relief. Japan fought Russia on Chinese 
soil for control of the rich provinces of 
Manchuria. China’s own allies in World 
War I swept aside her protests at 
Versailles to award Japan concessions 
in China held by defeated Germany. 
World War II saw the Yalta Confer¬ 
ence of 1945 reward Soviet Russia 
with important military, economic, and 
political privileges in China, all with¬ 
out consultation with Chiang Kai-shek. 
Although President Roosevelt re¬ 
minded Premier Stalin that those in¬ 
ducements for Russian entry into the 
war against Japan would have to be af¬ 
firmed by Chiang, it was a foregone 
conclusion that allied pressure left 
China no alternative but capitulation. 

In sum, China was the object of in¬ 
ternational relations but seldom the 
subject. Acted upon by others, she was 
unable to act in her own right. Long 
the primary power in Asia, she has 
been cut deeply during the past century 
by this induced feeling of inferiority. 
Fear of Japan followed a defeat caused 
by material inferiority. Resentment 
against the West followed capitulation 
caused by military inferiority and 
humiliation caused by sensed cultural 
and ideological inferiority. Small won¬ 
der that today Peking’s militant in¬ 
sistence upon being heard in regional 
and world councils strikes a responsive 
chord among wide sectors of the popu¬ 
lace. At long last a determined elite is 
working to restore China’s place in the 
sun. 
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To be sure, irredentist claims to 
“lost territories,” denunciation of “un¬ 
equal treaties,” and the playing off of 
power against power—“use barbarians 
against barbarians”—are all traditional 
techniques of foreign policy. The differ¬ 
ence in their use by Chinese elites lies 
in the psychological convictions behind 
these techniques. Among Western 
states, exploitation of grievance occurs 
as an accepted stratagem anong as¬ 
sumed equals, struggling for limited 
gains and for the coveted petition of 
primus inter pares. Between China and 
the rest of the world, however, the 
bitter remembrance of things past 
heightens the defensive-offensive as¬ 
pects of foreign policy. 

Communist emphasis upon imperial¬ 
ist aggression fits well into the objective 
and subjective factors conditioning 
Chinese views of world politics. Re¬ 
sulting xenophobia, manifested in exag¬ 
gerated attitudes of belligerence, may 
ultimately work to Russia’s disad¬ 
vantage. Thus far it has been exploited 
by Soviet leaders against the West. 
Study of the Chinese Communist press 
over the past decade, however, reveals 
evidence of muttcrings against Soviet 
behavior in Manchuria, concern over 
continued dependence on Russian eco¬ 
nomic assistance, and open protests 
against Red Army suppression of the 
Hungarian uprising in 1956. Official 
affirmation of the “monolithic unity 
of Sino-Soviet Friendship” seeks to 
repress the hostility with which many 
Chinese apparently view the Sino- 
Soviet Alliance. Chinese historians 
describing nineteenth-century impcrial- 
i.sm do not exempt Tsarist Russia from 
criticism, to the dismay of Soviet writ¬ 
ers. A question for continual study, 
therefore, is the degree to which Russia, 
like other nations, will suffer the conse¬ 
quences of the dragon’s teeth sown in 
the past in China. 


THE PROCESS OF POLICY: THE 
COMMUNIST COMPONENT 

Ideological content: 

Marxism-Leninism 

Beside those aspects of continuity in 
policy which we ascribe to the Chinese 
component, differences in degree or 
substance stem from the dedication of 
this elite to Communism. As Mao Tse- 
tung declared in 1945, “From the very 
beginning, our Party has based itself 
on the theories of Marxism, because 
Marxism is the crystallization of the 
world proletariat’s most impeccable 
revolutionary scientific thought.” 

General protestations of fidelity to 
Christianity, international law, and 
justice appear throughout statements of 
Western political figures. Rarely do 
these protestations enable us to de¬ 
termine the ends and means of these 
elites, especially in foreign policy. 
Marxism-Leninism, however, carries 
with it a construct of goals and ways 
of seeking those goals that structures 
ideology and institution for Communist 
elites to a degree unknown in the non- 
Communist world. 

Foremost in this ideology is its de¬ 
termination to advance communism 
throughout the world. Almost three 
decades ago the fugitive Chinese Com¬ 
munist Party, beleaguered by National¬ 
ist armies in Kiangsi, proclaimed, “The 
Provisional Government of the Soviet 
Republic of China declares that it will, 
under no condition, remain content 
with the overthrow of imperialism in 
China, but, on the contrary, will aim 

Mao-Tze-Tung [Mao Tse-tung], The 
Fight jor a New China (report of April 24, 
1945, to the Seventh National Congress of 
the Chinese Communist Party) (New York, 
1945), p. 76, as quoted in O. Edmund Clubb, 
“Chinese Communist Strategy in Foreign 
Relations,” in “Report on China,” 7'he 
Annah, Vol. 277, September 1951, p. 156. 
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as its ultimate objective in waging a 
war against world imperialism until 
the latter is all blown up.” 

In terms of “progress” and “revolu¬ 
tionary scientific thought” this goal is 
justified as a desirable one, the “good 
society” found in utopian drives com¬ 
mon to world philosophies. An addi¬ 
tional element, however, distinguishes 
this eompulsion toward ideological ex¬ 
pansion from counterparts in Islam, 
Christianity, Wilsonian democracy, and 
Nazism. For the Marxist, destruction of 
the imperialist is not only desirable 
but necessary. The maximum goal of 
world conquest is the only guarantee 
for achieving the minimum goal of 
Communist survival. 

Basic to this argument is the as¬ 
sumption of conflict as omnipresent in 
human relations. The “contradictions 
of the dialectical process” exist in 
various forms; conflict need not be mili¬ 
tary in manifestation. Yet Marx posited 
all historical development as a process 
of struggle, whether between classes 
within a nation or between nations 
themselves. The highest and final con¬ 
flict is to come between classes on the 
international plane, in the world revolu¬ 
tion springing from the basic contradic¬ 
tion between international Communism 
and international capitalism. 

This struggle is not one that is 
“created” by the Communists. Accord¬ 
ing to their credo, it is the imperialists 
who are to blame, engaging in a death- 
struggle to stave off the “inevitable 
victory” of the Communist ideal. As 
expressed by Peking’s official voice, 
the Jen Min Jih Pao (Peking People’s 
Daily), “Although we have consistently 
held and still hold that the socialist 
and capitalist countries should co-exist 
in peace and carry out peaceful com¬ 
petition, the imperialists arc bent on de- 

Central China Post (Hankow), Novem¬ 
ber 25, 1931, as quoted in O. E. Clubb, op. 
cit., p. 157. 


stroying us. Wc must therefore never 
forget the stern struggle with the 
enemy, i.e., the class struggle on a 
world scale.” *- 

Thus defensive dictates for the mini¬ 
mum goal of survival require policies 
employing offensive means, which 
simultaneously serve the maximum goal 
of world Communist domination. One 
such means is that of applying the 
classic Chinese dictum of “using bar¬ 
barian against barbarian” so as to take 
advantage of the conflict that assumediy 
exists among capitalists. Mao T.se-tung 
wrote in 1940, “Our tactical principle 
remains one of exploiting the contra¬ 
dictions among them fthc imperialists] 
in order to win over the majority, op¬ 
pose the minority, and crush the 
enemies separately.” 

However, “the enemy” will not rest 
content and permit the socialist camp 
to develop peacefully. His efforts to 
split that camp apart compel a corollary 
defensive response of unity among 
Communist elites in general and sup¬ 
port for the Soviet Union in particular. 
An important statement of this prin¬ 
ciple came after the Hungarian upris¬ 
ing of 1956 when Peking justified Mos¬ 
cow’s armed suppression of the in¬ 
surgents: 

There arc before us two types of con¬ 
tradictions which arc different in nature. 
The first type consists of contradictions 
between our enemy and ourselves (con¬ 
tradictions between the camp of imperial¬ 
ism and that of socialism, contradictions 

12 “More on Historical Experience of Pro¬ 
letarian Dictatorship” (article prepared by 
the Editorial Department of the Jen Min Jih 
Pao on the basis of a discussion at an en¬ 
larged meeting of the Political Bureau of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of China), Peking; Jen Min Jih Pao, Decem¬ 
ber 29, 1956. 

12 Mao 'I'sc-tung, “On Policy,” December 
25, 1940, as translated in Selected Works of 
Mao Tse-tung, 111 (Bombay, India, 1954), 
218. 
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between imperialism and the people and 
oppressed nations of the world, con¬ 
tradictions between the bourgeoisie and 
the proletariat in the imperialist coun¬ 
tries, etc.). This is the fiindamentul type 
of contradiction, based on the clash of 
interests between antagonistic classes. 
The second type consists of contradic¬ 
tions within the ranks of the people (con¬ 
tradictions between dilTerent sections of 
the people, between comrades v,, lin the 
Communist Party, or in social’ ! oun- 
trics, contradictions between the g4 vern- 
ment and the people, contradictions be¬ 
tween socialist countries, contradictions 
between Communist Parties, etc.). This 
type of contradiction is not basic; it is 
not the result of a fundamental clash of 
interests between classes, but of con¬ 
flicts between right and wrong opinions 
or of a partial contr idiction of interests. 
It is a type of contradiction whose soUt- 
tion must, first and foremost, be sub¬ 
ordinated to the over-all interests of the 
struggle against the enemy. . . 

rhe.sc assumptions of conflict receive 
reinforcement from attitudes and ac¬ 
tions of the non-Communist world. 
In part this results from Chinese Com¬ 
munist behavior, the phenomenon of 
the “self-fulfilling prophecy.” When 
Mao Tse-tung proclaimed establish¬ 
ment of the People’s Republic of China 
in October 1949, Great Britain ex¬ 
tended recognition. Twisting the lion’s 
tail, Peking rejected recognition with 
spurious protests against phraseology 
contained in the British note as well 
as against British consular relations 
with the Nationalist authorities on 
Taiwan. Maltreatment of British busi¬ 
ness concerns in China undermined 
economic arguments advanced in Eng¬ 
land for wooing Peking in contrast with 
American hostility to the Communists. 
Subsequent British refusal to vote for 

^*Jen Min Jih Pao, December 29, 1956, 
op cit., italics added. 


Peking’s admission to United Nations 
chambers and British support for 
United States action in the Korean war 
aroused violent reaction in China 
against the “Anglo-American imperial¬ 
ist bloc.” In one sense that bloc came 
about in spite of the “contradictions” 
within it, largely because of Chinese 
Communist predispositions to hostility. 

To a lesser extent United States rela¬ 
tions with the new regime were a 
product of its own actions. As early 
as 1948 American consular officials 
were put under house arrest in Com¬ 
munist-held Mukden, jailed, tried, and 
eventually expelled from C'hina. The 
seizure of Economic Cooperation Ad¬ 
ministration stocks in 1949, the in¬ 
flaming of public opinion against 
United States personnel, both official 
and unofficial, and the confiscation of 
American consular property, held 
through treaty agreement, in January 
1950 all served to obstruct a rap- 
prcK'hement between Washington and 
Peking. Chinese intervention in the 
Korean war with its attendant defeat 
of American troops at the Yalii in 
November 1950 wiped out whatever 
pos.sibility remained of normal rela¬ 
tions bctw'ccn the two countries, at 
least for many years to come. Yet 
prior to this war the record shows a 
number of instances where normal 
adherence by Peking to international 
custom might have strengthened the 
hands of groups within the United 
States seeking to establish ties with the 
new regime. 

It would be misleading to attribute 
all Chinese Communist fears and resent¬ 
ments against the United States to this 
“self-fulfilling prophecy.” America’s 
support of Chiang Kai-shek in the civil 
war, its obstruction of Chinese Com¬ 
munist representation in the United 
Nations, and its promulgation of an 
economic embargo against Peking ex¬ 
acerbated relations between the two 
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countries during the 1950’s. The com¬ 
bination of expectation and realization 
reinforced the ideological content of 
Chinese Communist policy which posits 
conlTtct, overt or covert, inherent in 
relations with the non-Communist 
world. 

The most famous formulation of this 
principle came in Mao Tsc-tung’s “lean 
to one side” declaration on July 1, 
1949: 

“You lean to one side.” Precisely so 
. . . Chinese people either lean to the 
side of imperialism or to the side of 
socialism. To sit on the fence is impossi¬ 
ble; a third road docs not exist. . . . 
Internationally we belong to the anti¬ 
imperialist front headed by the U.S.S.R. 
and we can look for genuine friendly aid 
only from that front, and not from the 
imperialist front.i® 

Implementation of the principle 
came quickly with the signing of the 
Treaty of Friendship, Alliance, and 
Mutual Aid of February 14, 1950, be¬ 
tween the Chinese People’s Republic 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re¬ 
publics. Mao and Stalin agreed that 
“in the event of one of the Contracting 
Parties being attacked by Japan or any 
state allied with her and thus being 
involved in a state of war, the other 
Contracting Party shall immediately 
render military and other assistance by 
all means at its disposal.” A prolifera¬ 
tion of subsequent agreements regulate 
Soviet economic assistance to China in 
the form of loans, technical assistance, 
military aid, and cultural exchange, as 
well as routine agreements on telecom¬ 
munications and postal regulations. 

18 Mao Tse-tung, “On People’s Demo¬ 
cratic Dictatorship,” July 1, 1949, as trans¬ 
lated in C. Brandt, B. Shwartz, and J. K. 
Fairbank, A Documentary History of 
Chinese Communism (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1952), pp. 449 ff. 


This "lean to one side” policy, ex¬ 
cluding assistance from, much less al¬ 
liance with, non-Communist countries, 
is antithetical to traditional Chinese 
politics of playing off one country 
against another. It can only be ex¬ 
plained in terms of the Communist 
component of policy. 

Ideology: Maoism 

So far we have been discussing aspects 
of Chinese Communist policy that stem 
from the Communist component as de¬ 
veloped in Marxism-Leninism. Assump¬ 
tions of conflict, antagonism against 
capitalism, and unity within the social¬ 
ist camp are all compatible with ideo¬ 
logical concepts dominant in Soviet 
policy, at least to the death of Stalin in 
1953. Indeed, on these three points 
there is no evidence of major revision 
in post-Stalin developments despite at¬ 
tempts by Khrushchev to temper ex¬ 
pectations of general thermonuclear 
war at the 20th Party Congress in 1956 
with his disquisition on the “absenee of 
fatal inevitability” of war between the 
two camps. 

Within the Marxist-Leninist frame¬ 
work, however, divergent strategies ap¬ 
pear to have developed as evidenced 
by the statements of the Soviet elite 
compared with those of the Chinese 
elite. Admittedly, proof of divergence is 
complicated by a number of factors. 
The proliferation and vagueness of 
Marxist-Leninist scriptures permit al¬ 
most any action to be interpreted as 
being sanctioned, explicitly or implic¬ 
itly. Furthermore, insistence upon ideo¬ 
logical conformity at the surface masks 
sub-surface differences within the Com¬ 
munist bloc. 

Yet the course of Chinese commu¬ 
nism over the past decades suggests a 
number of points in domestic and for¬ 
eign policy that conflict with the Soviet 
view. Although divergencies on conduct 
of the Chinese revolution appear as far 
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back as the 1930’s, foreign policy dis¬ 
agreements remained hidden until the 
mid-fifties. Isolated from the outside 
world during most of the civil war, the 
elite faced no need and experienced no 
contradicting evidence to challenge So¬ 
viet interpretations of foreign affairs. 
With victory came pressing reliance 
upon Soviet economic and military aid, 
precluding disagreement with Stalin’s 
policies. Seconding Kremlin expulsion 
of rito from the Cominforni proved 
politically expedient for Peking even 
were it informed of the actual roots of 
the dispute, which is doubtful. 

Involvement in the Korean war, com¬ 
bined with the United Nations em¬ 
bargo, furthered Peking’s dependence 
upon Moscow. As the official Handbook 
of World Knowledge, 1954 stated, “It 
is erroneous to think that we have no 
need for international assistance and 
can still succeed.. . . Who can help us? 
Only the camp of peace, democracy, 
and socialism under the leadership of 
the Soviet Union can give us genuine 
friendly assistance.” 

Beneath the surface, however, re¬ 
lations were strained. One bone of 
contention within China was the estab¬ 
lishment of joint Sino-Sovict stock 
companies in 1950 to exploit oil and 
nonferrous metals in Sinkiang, as well 
as to operate a civil airline.^” It is signifi¬ 
cant that these companies, established 
in 1950 for a period of thirty years, 
were dissolved by joint agreement in 
1954 when Khrushchev and Bulganin 
visited Peking after the death of Stalin. 

In addition, Chinese participation in 
the Korean war, albeit aided by Soviet 
military deliveries, saddled Peking with 
debts compounded by large Russian 

Shih chieh chih shih shou p'eng, 1954 
(Handbook of World Knowledge) (Peking, 
1954), p. 7. 

For a sampling of adverse comment re¬ 
ported by the Chinese Communist press, see 
A. S. Whiting, “Communist China and ‘Big 
Brother,’” Far Eastern Survey, No. 10, 
October 1955. 


deliveries in 1954-55. By 1957 China 
owed the Soviet Union more than U.S. 
$2.4 billion, and open criticism within 
China received no factual contradiction 
from the elite.The belated revelation 
of past grievance merits quotation at 
length: 

It was unreasonable for China to bear 
all the expenses of the Korean war. . . . 
During the First and Second World War, 
the United States lent funds to its allies. 

. . . Afterward some of the countries 
repudiated their debts while in some 
cases the United States waived its claim 
for repayment. The Soviet loan ... is 
repayable in full in ten >cars. The time 
is too short and moreover interest has to 
be paid. 1 propose that repayment be 
extended to 20 or 30 years so t.s to ease 
the tense economic situation in our 
country. . . . When the Soviev Union 
liberated our Northeast fManchuria], it 
dismantled some machinery equipment in 
our factories. Was there compensation 
for it? Will there be repayment? 

For China’s indebtedness to the Soviet 
Union see Li Hsien-nicn, “Final Accounts 
for 1956 and the 1957 Slate Budget,” de¬ 
livered to the fourth session of the First 
National People’s Congress on June 29, 1957; 
NCNA, Peking, June 29, 1957. Calculation 
of loan receipts as revealed by Li’s report 
of timing, compared with previously an¬ 
nounced loans and related references to mili¬ 
tary assistance from Russia, compels the 
conclusion that almost U.S. $2 billion 
covered military, as distinguished from 
purely economic, aid. 

^®Lung Yiin, “My Ideological Review,” 
Jen Min Jih Pao, July 14, 1957, as translated 
in Current Background, No. 470, July 26, 
1957. Lung here recapitulated his criticisms 
voiced before the Standing Committee of the 
National People’s Congress of which he is a 
member. As vice-chairman of the National 
Defense Council and travelling companion of 
Politburo member P’eng Chen on a tour of 
Soviet Russia and Fast Europe in late 1956, 
Lung’s words merit attention. He recanted 
in this article but only “subjectively,” leaving 
intact his factual assertions as quoted. No 
official refutation of these facts occurred al¬ 
though he was criticized for his motives. 
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The dramatic events of 1956, com¬ 
mencing with Khrushchev's denuncia¬ 
tion of Stalin at the 20th Congress in 
February and climaxed in the Hungar¬ 
ian revolt of November brought Sino- 
Sovict differences to the fore. C’om- 
menting on Stalin’s “cult of personality” 
Jen Min Jill Pao saw his errors not 
merely as the result of personality but 
as a product of “contradictions” in the 
socialist system.-^’ Reviving Mao Tse- 
tung’s 1937 theory on the “universality 
of contradiction,” the editorial stated, 
“It is naive to assume that contradic¬ 
tions can no longer exist in a socialist 
society. To deny the existence of con¬ 
tradictions is to deny dialectics.” Yet 
Pravda implicitly denied this assertion 
by deleting all portions relating to it 
from its translation of the editorial. 
Although a fuller version was subse¬ 
quently published in Russia, Khrush¬ 
chev explicitly denied applicability of 
the formula to the Soviet Union in a 
television interview one year later.-' 

Soviet sensitivity to this analysis 
from Peking is understandable in view 
of its implications for relations within 
the bloc, since it postulated “contra¬ 
dictions” among socialist countries 
rather than Stalinism as basic to the 
cause of tension. Explicit attention to 
Yugoslavia’s difficulties in this editorial 
signalled growing Chine.se concern with 
East European developments, vital to 

Jen Min Jih Pao, “On Historical Hxperi- 
cnce Concerning the Dictatorship of the Pro¬ 
letariat,” April 5, 1956, in Current Back¬ 
ground, No. 403. Mao’s original statement of 
this theory is in his essay On Contradictions, 
August 1937 (English edition—Peking, 
1952). 

-1 R. Schlesingcr, “Soviet Historians Be¬ 
fore and After the XX Congress,” in Soviet 
Studies, VII, No. 2, October 1956, 165-66 
and fn. 31. Pravda published the full text 
as a pamphlet that went to press on June 10, 
1956. Khrushchev’s denial was deleted in 
all Soviet and Chinese versions of the inter¬ 
view. 


China’s own economic development as 
well as to its strategic interests. 

Despite Khrushchev’s open hostility 
to Clomulka, reliable reports indicated 
encouragement for independence on the 
part of the Polish leader from Mao 
Tse-tung personally.-- When Hungary 
erupted in revolt, Peking press coverage 
offered a fuller version of events and 
one different from that of Moscow. Re¬ 
calling its ambassador to the Soviet 
Union for consultation, the Chinese 
elite formulated an analysis in the Jen 
Min Jih Pao editorial of December 29, 
1956, which marked the fullest state¬ 
ment to date of disagreement with So¬ 
viet policy, albeit tempered by a desire 
to compromise for the sake of unity 
within the bloc: 

. . . Contradictions between socialist 
countries, between Communist Parlies 
. . . arc not basic, not the result of a 
fundamental clash of interests but . . . 
of a partial contradiction of interests. . . . 
Recent controversies in the international 
Communist movement, for the most part, 
have had to do with one’s appraisal of the 
Soviet Union. . . . The Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union has been taking meas¬ 
ures to correct Stalin’s mistakes and 
eliminate their consequences. These 
measures are beginning to hear fruit. . . . 
Since Stalin’s mistakes were not of .short 
duration, their thorough correction can¬ 
not he achieved overnight but demands 
fairly protracted efforts and thorough¬ 
going ideological education. . . . Only by 
adopting an objective and analytical alti¬ 
tude can we correctly appraise Stalin and 
all those comrades who made similar mis¬ 
takes under his influence. We need 
therefore to adopt a comradely attitude 
towards these people and should not 

The New York Times issues of October 
16, 1956, and January 11, 1957, tell of two 
instances of intervention by Mao on behalf 
of Gomulka, both apparently related by au¬ 
thoritative sources. 
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treat them as enemies . . . should not 
blankly denounce everything they did. 
. . . Their mistakes have a social and 
historical background.--* \ltalics added] 

The faint touch of condescension 
and paternalism is apparent. For Pe¬ 
king the case was far from closed on 
Stalin or on Soviet policy. As another 
comment on Soviet-Polish relations 
noted, “In future relations between so¬ 
cialist countries, if only the bigger na¬ 
tions pay more attention to avoiding 
the mistake of big-nation chauvinism 
(this is the main thing) and the smaller 
nations avoid the mistake of national¬ 
ism (this is also important), friendship 
and solidarity based upon equality svill 
undoubtedly become consolidated.” 
The source of such “big-nation chau¬ 
vinism” was explained by Jen Min Jih 
Pao. “The time-worn habits of big 
countries in their relations with small 
countries continue to make their in¬ 
fluence felt in certain ways, while a 
series of victories achieved by a Party 
of a country in its revolutionary cause 
is apt to give rise to a certain sense of 
superiority.” 

In keeping with its insistence upon 
“equality” and “independence” in re¬ 
lations among socialist countries, Jen 
Min Jih Pao in the December 29 
editorial dealt relatively lightly with 
Tito’s criticism of the Soviet Union. 
Expressing “amazement,” the editorial 
termed his views “wrong” insofar as 
they could “only lead to a split in the 
Communist movement. . . . Clearly 

~^Jen Min Jih Pao, December 29, 19.56, 
op. cit. Although Ambassador Liu Hsiao’s 
return to Peking went unreported in the 
press, his presence at a Moscow reception in 
November and his subsequent departure 
from Peking with Chou Bn-lai, for Moscow, 
January 7, 1957, give support for this 

analysis. 

-■* NCNA, Peking, November 21, 1956, 
“International Significance of the Soviet- 
Polish Talks.” 

“5 JMJP, December 29, 1956. 


the Yugoslav comrades are going too 
far. Even if some part of their criticism 
of brother parties is reasonable, the 
basic stand and method they adopt in¬ 
fringe the principles of comradely dis¬ 
cussion.” Thus Peking did not castigate 
Belgrade in the same severe terms of 
censure used by Moscow, but re¬ 
proached “Comrade Tito” with “our 
brotherly advice” for washing dirty 
linen in public. As Chou En-lai ob¬ 
served after his sudden trip to Russia 
and Eastern Europe in January 1957, 
“Even if no unanimity can be reached 
for the time being, it would also be 
normal to reserve the dilTerenccs while 
upholding our solidarity.” 

So long as the Communist compo¬ 
nent compels Peking to view the out¬ 
side world as a hostile camp headed by 
a United States possessing weapons of 
devastating destruction, “solidarity” 
within the socialist camp is mandatory 
for China. Lacking any prospect of 
overtaking America in missile and 
thermonuclear development, reliance 
upon Russian protection is the only 
guarantee of survival, given this view 
of the world. Yet short of dissolution of 
the alliance, the dynamics of inner ten¬ 
sion and Chinese response to it argue 
for identifying Peking separately from 
the so-called satellites of East Europe. 
Nor is the independence of Peking from 
Moscow more apparent than real. A 
concatenation of military, economic, 
and political trends during the first dec¬ 
ade of the Sino-Sovict alliance pro¬ 
vides a continual and consistent alter¬ 
ing of the relationship between Mo.scow 
and Peking. The net effect is to in¬ 
crease the ability of the Chinese Com¬ 
munist elite to differ with its Soviet 
counterpart, never going so far as to 
cause a “Titoist” break but opening 

-'* Chou En-lai to the third annual 
plenary se.ssion of the Second National C'om- 
mittcc of the C PI’C on March 5, 1957, in 
Current Background, No. 439. 
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areas of disagreement pertinent for 
interested third parties, whether Polish, 
Indian, or American, 

In 1958-60, Sino-Sovict differences 
flared into open debate on a wide range 
of domestic and foreign policy issues. 
Thinly veiled by Peking’s attacks 
against “modern revisionists” and Mos¬ 
cow's warnings against “dogmatism 
and leftist adventurism,” the debate 
nonetheless spilled over into Commu¬ 
nist parties inside and outside the bloc, 
as well as into various Communist- 
front international organizations. By 
November 1960, relations between the 
two allies had deteriorated to the point 
that rival Chinese and Russian policy 
statements circulated among eighty-one 
Communist delegations summoned to 
Moscow in a vain attempt to resolve 
the conflict.-^ Simultaneous reports of 
Soviet technicians withdrawing from 
China and sudden petroleum shortages 
on the Chinese mainland, long depend¬ 
ent on bloc oil shipments, suggested the 
degree of strain in the alliance. 

The debate turned around a host of 
issues related with differing Chinese 
and Russian estimates on the degree to 
which war might be risked in the ther¬ 
monuclear era during the time when 
Soviet intercontinental ballistic missile 
developments appeared to lead those 
of the United States. It is impossible to 
say with certainty whether this grew 
out of Chinese disappointment in Soviet 
support for China’s nuclear bomb pro¬ 
gram, or out of disputes over Sino- 
Soviet strategy in the abortive bom¬ 
bardment in 1958 of the Chinese 
Nationalist offshore islands, Quemoy 
and Matsu.2* By early 1960, however, 

Donald S. Zagoria “Strains in the Sino- 
Soviet Alliance,” Problems of Communism, 
IX, No. 3 (May-June 1960); sec also his 
“Sino-Soviet Friction in Underdeveloped 
Areas,” Problems of Communism, X, No. 2 
(March-April, 1961), 1-12. 

Alice Langley Hsieh, “Communist 
China and Nuclear Warfare,” The China 
Quarterly, Vol. I, No. 2, April-June 1960. 


it emerged as a .scathing Chinese attack 
against Rus.sian policy vis-a-vis the 
West, specifically, Khru.shchev’s de¬ 
mands for summit conferences and dis¬ 
armament negotiations. 

More important differences arose in 
areas where Communist China could 
act independently, as it could not in¬ 
fluence Soviet-American relations. 
Mao’s emphasis upon “armed struggle” 
challenged Khrushchev’s championing 
of “the parliamentary path to power” 
for Communist parties in newly inde¬ 
pendent countries. Chinese attacks 
against “the national bourgeoisie” in 
these countries contrasted with Russian 
vacillation on the domestic anti-Com- 
munism of Nasser and Kassim. Perhaps 
the most ominous aspect, at least from 
a non-Communist vantage point, was 
Peking’s demand for bloc support to 
“national liberation struggles,” whether 
in Laos or in Algiers, explicitly deny¬ 
ing Moscow’s warnings against encour¬ 
aging local wars which might explode 
into general thermonuclear catastrophe. 

In sum, the ideological ingredients 
that posit similar ends of policy for the 
two elites do not necessarily posit iden¬ 
tical means or identical timing. The 
“partial contradiction of interests” seen 
by Peking as characterizing “relations 
among socialist countries” compels us 
to consider China’s alliance with So¬ 
viet Russia one of voluntary partner¬ 
ship, subject to cohesive and divisive 
forces which keep that partnership in 
constant flux. The content of Chinese 
Communist foreign policy will remain 
related to, but not dictated by, that of 
the Soviet Union. 

Institutional structure 

Decision-making in the People’s Re¬ 
public of China is the exclusive pre¬ 
rogative of the CCP, within that Party 
being confined principally to the Polit¬ 
ical Bureau (Politburo) or more prob¬ 
ably its Standing Committee. Teng 
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Hsiao-p’ing analyzed the relationship 
between party and state in his report 
to the 8th National Congress of the 
CCP in September 1956 as follows; 

The Party is the highest form of class 
organization. It is particularly important 
to point this out today when our Party 
has assumed the leading role in state 
affairs. . . . [This] means first, that Party 
members in state organs and particularly 
the leading Party members’ groups 
formed by those in responsible positions 
in such departments should follow the 
unified leadership of the Party. Secondly, 
the Party must regularly discuss and 
decide on questions with regard to the 
guiding principles, policies, and im¬ 
portant organizational matters in state 
affairs, and the leading Party members’ 
groups in the state organs must see to it 
that these decisions are put into effect 
with the harmonious cooperation of non- 
Party personalities. Thirdly, the Party 
must . . . exercise constant supervision 
over the work of state organs.*® 

'I’his frank analysis lends substance 
to analysis of Party control of state 
organs based upon interlocking direc¬ 
tion by high-ranking Party members. 
The State Council, corresponding to the 
Council of Ministers in the Soviet 
Union or the Western cabinet, allocates 
controlling positions to Party members 
in the case of the premiership, all ten 
vice-premiers, and such key ministries 
as foreign affairs, defense, public secu¬ 
rity, finance, state planning agencies, 
machine industries, electric power, rail¬ 
ways, and foreign trade. Non-Com¬ 
munists hold ministries concerned pri¬ 
marily with consumption, such as food, 
textiles, and aquatic products, or posts 

“®Tcng Ilsiao-p'ing, “Report on Revision 
of Party Constitution,” delivered to the CCP 
Eighth National Congress on September 16, 
1956, as quoted by NCNA, Peking, Septem¬ 
ber 18, 1956. 


concerned with cultural affairs and 
health. 

Similarly, the Standing Committee of 
the National People’s Congress is 
studded both with PoVilburo personal¬ 
ities (in its chairman and secretary- 
general) and with Parly members (in 
six of its fifteen vice-chairmen). Al¬ 
though this group is vested by the con¬ 
stitution of 1954 with powers akin to 
those of legislative bodies in the West, 
its membership seems politically im¬ 
potent in view of the extreme range of 
decree power held by the State Coun¬ 
cil. Inclusion of such dignitaries as 
Madame Sun Yat-sen (Soong Ch’ing- 
ling); China’s outstanding literary po¬ 
lemicist, Kuo Mo-jo; and Tibet’s Pan- 
chen Lama among its vice-chairmen 
suggests the nature of this body as an 
honorific gathering to provide public 
sanction for decisions arrived at else¬ 
where. 

The Party’s constitution makes clear 
the absolute duty of all members to 
carry out policies and practices decreed 
by the Central Committee or, in its 
absence, by the Politburo: 

Article 19. (6) The decisions of the 
Party must be carried out uncondi¬ 
tionally. Individual Party members mu.st 
yield to Party organizations, the minority 
to the majority, the lower organizations 
to the higher organizations, and all the 
organizations throughout the country 
must yield centrally to the National Con¬ 
gress and the Central Committee.®® 

That such decisions are seldom those 
of the Central Committee is evidenced 
by the infrequency of its sessions, the 
size of its membership, and the rel¬ 
atively short intervals during which 

so “The Constitution of the Communist 
Party of China,” adopted by the Eighth Na¬ 
tional Congress of the CCP on September 
26, 1956, as translated by (he United States 
Consulate General, Hong Kong, in Current 
Background, No. 417, October 10, 1956. 
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lengthy reports are read and accepted 

with little discussion. The Eighth Cen¬ 
tra/ Committee, elected in 1956, now 
luis more than 190 regular and alter¬ 
nate members. Although it meets ap¬ 
proximately twice yearly as stipulated 
hy the Party constitution, CC plenums 
seldom last more than five days. More¬ 
over in crises-ridden 1960, no CC 
plenum w’as reported, despite record- 
breaking famines, reorganization of the 
communes, and the growing differ¬ 
ences with So\iet Russia. 

Decisions are not basically made by 
the Central Committee, then, but by its 
inner elite. This elite is composed of 
17 regular and six alternate members 
of the Politburo. Of its workings we 
know virtually nothing except that only 
once in the past two decades has its 
composition been shaken by purge, 
and then only two fell from power. 
Essentially the core, represented by the 
Politburo Standing Committee of Mao 
Tse-tung, Liu Shao-ch’i, Chou En-lai, 
Chu Teh, Lin Piao, Ch’en YUn, and 
Tcng Hsiao-ping, is a united group 
whose internal differences have re¬ 
mained concealed through more than 
twenty years of civil war and ruling 
responsibilities. 

Political institutions of the PRC re¬ 
semble those of non-Communist coun¬ 
tries in name only. To be sure, other 
“democratic parties” exist, as in the So¬ 
viet Union they do not, but they play 
no part in policy formation. These 
groupings, such as the China Demo¬ 
cratic League and the Revolutionary 
Committee of Kuomintang, are small 
in membership and limited in function. 
Less than one-third of the government 
ministries and chairmen of commis¬ 
sions under the State Council are 
headed by representatives of these party 
and so-called “nonparty” persons.^* Of 

31 Biojiraphic Information, No. 1, Novem¬ 
ber 29, 1959 (Hong Kong: American Con¬ 
sulate General). 


the 1.226 deputies in the National 
People’s Congress, only 269 came from 

(he “democratic parties” in 19.56. 

Basically these organizations c(nn- 
municatc from the center to the peri¬ 
phery according to the nature of their 
membership, which may concentrate 
on intellectuals, businessmen, or over¬ 
seas Chinese. Control of these “parties” 
is facilitated by double enrollment of 
some members in the CCP. In addition 
the CCP never neglects its role as po¬ 
litical leader, even while stressing 
“long-term co-existence and mutual 
supervision” between the CCP and the 
“democratic parties.” As a spokesman 
for one of these groups warned. “We 
must not one-sidedly emphasize the 
political freedom and organizational 
independenee of the democratic par¬ 
ties.” Iheir pa.ssive role in imple¬ 
menting but not formulating policy is 
clear from an official explanation of 
their responsibility “following the vic¬ 
tory of socialism . . . Important re¬ 
sults might be obtained then in our 
task of ideological remoulding if edu- 
eation and transformation is conducted 
through the democratic parties." 

These groupings perform on a limited 
scale functions parallel to those carried 
out by mass organizations throughout 
large sectors of the Chinese populace. 
The Communist Youth League, the 
Sino-Soviet Friendship Association, 
the All-China Fedcratitm of Trade 
Unions, and the All-China Democratic 
Women’s Federation enmesh millions 
in a closely coordinated network of 
communications media directed from 
the Department of Propaganda of the 

32 Huang Ch’i-hsiang, “Two Problems in 
Work of Democratic Parties,” Peking Kuang 
Ming Jih Pao, January 3, 1957. 

33 Shih Ch’i and Sun Nan, “How to Un¬ 
derstand the Policy of Long-Term Coexist¬ 
ence between the Communist Party and the 
Democratic Parties,” Cheng Chih ILiueh Ilsi 
(Political Study), No. 9, September 13, 
1956. 
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CCP. Annual gatherings, such as the 
National Committee of the Chinese 
People’s Political Consultative Confer¬ 
ence, bring together representatives of 
“demoeratie parties and mass organi¬ 
zations” to receive reports from govern¬ 
ment leaders and to endorse the 
contemporary program of the CCP. 
Additional ad hoc meetings convene 
these groups for ritualized avowals of 
support for partieular compaigns of 
domestic or international import. 

Thus both parties and interest-group 
organizations exist in the PRC, but 
their function is basically one-way 
communication from the top down¬ 
wards, as distinguished from their dual 
role of influencing policy and explaining 
policy in the West. In this sense public 
opinion exists to be mobilized by the 
Party but not to direct the Party. It 
may fail to respond to Party propa¬ 
ganda, thereby compelling .some revi¬ 
sion of policy. It may articulate 
grievances by indirection, thereby 
stimulating examination of policy at the 
top. As an external pressure upon the 
government, however, public opinion 
cannot be identified in China as an 
articulate force. 

The relevance of parties, interest 
groups, and public opinion to foreign 
policy is realized by the elite primarily 
as a means of affecting the cohesion of 
the populace. Mass campaigns carried 
out for months at a time over all com¬ 
munications media and with thousands 
of “study groups” characterize this ef¬ 
fort to reduce dissent and maximize 
support for policy. These means are 
useful in three different situations. 

Mass campaigns may serve a con¬ 
tingency purpose, preparing the popu¬ 
lace for possible action without com¬ 
mitting the government to such action. 
In 1954—55 all China signed petitions 
in blood, applauded speeches, and 
endorsed resolutions calling for “im¬ 
mediate liberation of Taiwan.” No in¬ 


vasion of Taiwan followed nor were 
any decisive preparations for invasion 
evident. Similarly in 1956 a shorter, 
less intensive campaign pledged “volun¬ 
teers for Egypt” during the Anglo- 
French attack upon that country. Again 
no action followed words. Such in¬ 
stances serve to confuse the outside 
world as to the intent of Chinese policy, 
in addition to whatever domestic 
stimuli they may provide for higher 
production, renewing bonds of alle¬ 
giance, or promulgating symbols of 
unity for the regime. 

Such campaigns may also serve a 
preparatory function of whipping up 
public support for a decided action. In 
1950, attack upon Tibet was preceded 
by public rallies, exhortatory articles, 
and ringing declarations by prominent 
leaders. Undoubtedly the most exten¬ 
sive use of this technique came in 
the celebrated “Resist-American-Aid- 
Korea’’ movement which accompanied 
Chinese intervention in the Korean war. 
During the three years of that action 
a steady drum-fire of propaganda car¬ 
ried the movement to every corner of 
China. 

r-’inally, these campaigns serve a pur¬ 
pose of “feedback” similar to the pre¬ 
sumed role of public opinion in the 
non-Communist world. Study groups 
are not passive lecture-audience ses¬ 
sions but active discussion meetings. 
They seek to bring out all questions of 
doubt and opposition for the purpose 
of achieving final unity under the 
skilled leadership of prepared Party 
personnel, activists, and cadres. Fol¬ 
lowing Soviet intervention in the 
abortive Hungarian revolt of 1956, 
meetings at Chinese universities, fac¬ 
tories, and farms discussed Peking’s 
support for Soviet action and attempted 
to quell what was reported by the Com¬ 
munist press as “shock and confusion.” 

The limits upon public participation 
in policy are extreme and explicit. 
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however. An authoritative Chinese 
analysis warned against “practicing 
democracy merely for the sake of 
democracy." Specifically, it advised the 
youth: 

Before the liberation the forms used 

hv the people in demanding democracy 
/roni the Kuomintang consisted mainly 
of strikes (of workers and students), 
demonstrations, and parades, bringing 
Joss to the Kuomintang and applying 
pressure on the enemy so that they had 
to accept our demands. Today, in dealing 
with the Anglo-French imperialists who 
carry out aggression against Egypt, we 
still adopt the form of demonstration 
and parade. However, in dealing with 
divergences of views within the internal 
ranks of the people, the defects and mis¬ 
takes of the people, w'e must resort prin¬ 
cipally to argument . . . and not the 
form of applying pressure. . . . The 
country today belongs to us, and wc our¬ 
selves will bear the losses, political and 
economic, arising out of such forms as 
strikes of workers, strikes of students, 
and demontrations and parades for the 
solution of questions.^"* 

Another caveat cautioned against “ex¬ 
aggerating” defects, particularly in 
Chinese or Soviet policy: 

Some people find certain inappropriate 
measures carried out by individual social¬ 
ist countries, and begin to doubt the 
superiority of the socialist system, and 
lose confidence. . . . Those who begin 
to waver as soon as they see mistakes 
in socialist countries are even more 
susceptible to pessimism and despair, 
and lose their political direction. And if 
counter revolutionaries should be watch¬ 
ing at the time, who can say but such 

34 Chiang Ming, “Democracy Is the 
Means, Not the End,” Chung Kuo Chhig 
Nien (China Youth), No. 23, December 1, 
1956. 


young people will be utilized by the 
emtmer revolutionaries? The experiences 
of some Hungarian youth these past few' 
weeks should give us cause for vigi¬ 
lance. 3"* 

The interaction o\* institution and 
ideology produces a foreign policy, 
formulated by a small, authoritarian, 
continuously functioning elite, whose 
ends and means are ba.sicalJy those fol¬ 
lowed by the Soviet elite with such 
modifications as arc affected by the 
Chinese component of policy. The 
process of policy as such remains 
veiled from ob.scrvation, but the con¬ 
tent of policy may be determined with 
a high degree of probability because 
of the explicit and detailed nature of 
the Communist ideology and the con¬ 
scious dedication of this relatively 
stable elite to that ideology. Allowing 
for the modifications of time, then, wc 
may now proceed to examine the most 
likely alternatives of policy to be 
anticipated from the People's Republic 
of China in the near future. 

THE SUBSTANCE OF POLICY 

Ends 

The foreign policy of the People’s Re¬ 
public of China embraces a range of 
goals extending along a minimum- 
maximum continuum. Maintenance of 
internal security as a minimum goal is 
not peculiar to the elite in Peking. In¬ 
termediate-range goals, however, pro¬ 
jecting what might be called “friendly 
domination” of Asian political and eco¬ 
nomic developments, stem from Chi¬ 
nese as well as Communist components 
of policy. They arc not, for instance, 
evident to any comparable degree in 
the range of goals held by Burmese or 
Thai elites. Finally, the maximum goal 

8® Fang Chun, “Do Not Deny Every¬ 
thing,” /hid.. No. 23, December 1, 1956. 
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of Peking, direct control of Asia 
through Communist regimes that are 
political and economic satellites of 
China, is a more ambitious aim than is 
evident in any other ruling group in the 
area. 

These different goals may employ 
similar means. Wooing the uncom¬ 
mitted or neutral groups of Southeast 
Asia following the Korean armistice in 
1953 not only served the i.iinimum 
goal of security by offsetti;'^ United 
States negotiations for the vSoutheast 
Asian Treaty Organization. It also 
smoothed the way for the increase of 
Peking's prestige and influence as an 
intermediate-range goal in the move to 
dominate governments in the area. 

Yet it is important to recognize that 
this priority of goals is dictated by the 
necessity of circumstance. The first 
decade of PRC foreign policy grappled 
with problems of uniting traditionally 
Chinese territory on the Asian main¬ 
land while reducing the external threat 
as perceived by the ruling elite. Chou 
Rn-lai’s skillful diplomacy at Geneva 
and Bandung provided a peaceful 
counterpart to military intervention in 
Korea, but both aimed basically at the 
minimum goal of internal security. 

The intermediate goal is capable of 
realization only with economic develop¬ 
ment hoped for in the Second and 
Third Five Year Plans, and with the 
achievement of a more flexible political 
atmosphere within China following 
elimination of counterrevolution and 
completion of collectivization. These 
domestic developments, accompanied 
by armistices in Korea and Indochina, 
are a prerequisite for extending Pe¬ 
king’s leadership in Asian affairs. Not 
until this process is completed, perhaps 
several decades distant, can the maxi¬ 
mum goal of a Chinese “bloc” of Com¬ 
munist regimes in Asia be realistically 
contemplated by Peking. 

Thus, although both China and the 


Soviet Union may hold identical max¬ 
imum goals of extending Communism 
throughout the world, they are not in 
the same stage of development toward 
attaining this goal. Moscow has long 
since disposed of its minimum concern 
for internal security and has advanced 
well along the path of attaining inter¬ 
mediate goals of influencing govern¬ 
ments along its periphery in Europe 
and the Middle East. Tts economic and 
military means of policy are far ahead 
of those available to China. This dif¬ 
ferentiation of ends attainable within a 
given time-period provides further 
justification for distinguishing between 
Moscow and Peking, not only in our 
present analysis but in formulating 
future policy. 

This difference in development, 
carrying with it difference in goals, may 
provide conflict in specific policy be¬ 
tween the two Communist capitals. 
Prolongation of the Korean war in 
1952-53 may have served Soviet ends 
of increasing strains in the North At¬ 
lantic Treaty Organization and of 
weakening its available force in Eu¬ 
rope. This would facilitate Soviet in¬ 
fluence over its East European satel¬ 
lites and extend its influence, at least 
negatively, into West Europe. For 
China, however, internal security 
called for throwing back United Na¬ 
tions troops from the Yalu but not 
necessarily beyond the thirty-eighth 
parallel. Continuation of the war 
drained the Chinese economy, shaky at 
the start, and increased the danger of 
retaliation upon China proper by 
United States airpower. Not until the 
death of Stalin in March 1953 did 
Peking’s negotiators at Panmunjom 
agree to armistice terms essentially 
similar to those they had rejected 
months previously. Although not con¬ 
clusive, the timing of this move lends 
credibility to our analysis. 

This example suggests a spatial dif- 
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fercnce in ^obIs in addition to one de¬ 
rived from time differences of develop- 
ment. For the Soviet Union, Europe 
remains its primary sphere of interest 
and concern, offensively and defen¬ 
sively. f'or China, the Asian periphery 
extending from Tokyo to Kabul de¬ 
mands prior attention. Both countries 
share interests as well as concern with 
Japan, but basically they arc oriented 
in opposite directions. This increases 
the possibility of conflict of goals be¬ 
tween Peking and Moscow, at least with 
respect to specific points of policy. It 
also suggests differences in the degree 
of conflict anticipated with United 
States interests aligned against those of 
Peking as compared with those of Mos¬ 
cow. 

Means 

Any construct of probable means to be 
adopted must take into consideration 
the availability of means as well as the 
likelihood of their being adopted. The 
latter consideration assumes rationality 
of decision-making insofar as a deci¬ 
sion is logically consistent with the 
ideology of the elite. For reasons stated 
earlier, we cannot assume such ration¬ 
ality to be uniformly present in Chinese 
foreign policy. Compulsive belliger¬ 
ency, for instance, during the early 
years of the People’s Republic of China 
was irrational even from the point of 
view of Peking’s perceived interests, 
much more so in terms of objective 
appraisal of its assets and liabilities. 
However, such behavior seems less evi¬ 
dent with the elite’s maturing responsi¬ 
bility and its growing experience with 
international affairs. Therefore the 
likelihood of rash or essentially irra¬ 
tional action lessens with time, although 
it by no means disappears entirely. 

The means least likely to be em¬ 
ployed by Peking in pursuit of goals 


in Asia are those of open military force. 
In the northeast, only Soutli Korea and 
Japan misht be targets of aggression 
from China. The former is definitely 
under United States protection; the 
latter is less vulnerable given the rela¬ 
tive air and sea weakness of Chinese 
military forces. In South Asia, tran.s- 
portation media are few and primitive. 
The only rail lines venture from China 
into North Vietnam. Air bases are 
scattered and isolated from supply 
sources. Terrain along the frontier is 
predominantly thick jungle or rugged 
mountains. Although this favors border 
incursions, it argues against mass in¬ 
vasion directed at the distant capitals 
of Delhi, Rangoon, Bangkok, or 
Phnom Penh. 

In addition, the base strength of 
China, presently located along the coast 
and northeastern sectors, is moving 
gradually toward the north and north¬ 
west. This is more secure from United 
States bases of attack and closer to the 
Soviet hinterland, safeguarded by alli¬ 
ance. It leaves China's south and south¬ 
western areas extremely deficient in the 
manpower and economic strength nec¬ 
essary for supporting largc-.scale mili¬ 
tary action. 

Finally, open use of force would risk 
the loss of influence and prestige that 
might otherwise be won through less 
costly alternative political and eco¬ 
nomic means. It might drive presently 
uncommitted countries to the side of 
the United States. If Soviet precedent 
serves as example, such use of military 
force enters only as an exceptional 
means of strategy when all other al¬ 
ternatives are exhausted. The Russian 
attack upon Finland in 1939 provides 
this precedent, but the singularity of 
such an occurrence argues against as¬ 
suming high probability of military 
means being used in support of policy. 

More likely is the use of Chinese 
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military assistance to local insurrections 
or civil wars that advance Peking’s in¬ 
terests. Strengthening North Vietnam, 
bolstering insurgent Pathet Laos forces, 
and aiding guerilla groups in Malaya 
served China well during 1950-1954. 
Increased emphasis on the so-called 
“Bandung Spirit,” however, brought 
abandonment of this strategy, for sev¬ 
eral years. Resumption in 1958-60 of 
a bellicose posture endangered the posi¬ 
tive intluence won by Pekin;,' in circles 
sensitive to armed insurrection, led by 
Nehru of India. 

The least expensive and the least 
dangerous means of advancing inter¬ 
mediate-range goals would appear to 
be those employing economic and po¬ 
litical technicjues. Dramatic announce¬ 
ments of economic assistance, as in the 
case of food and factories to Cuba in 
1960, or token teams of technical ex¬ 
perts accompanied by loans or grants, 
as with Nepal, also in 1960, reap re¬ 
wards far out of proportion to their 
expense. Chinese experience is closer 
than that of Western countries to the ex¬ 
perience of underdeveloped countries. 
The cultural gap is easier to bridge, 
given the absence of racial or religious 
Ivarriers between China and her neigh¬ 
bors. Fintilly, accomplishments by 
Chinese Communists appear more 
striking in contrast with recent condi¬ 
tions in their country than does con¬ 
tinued industrial expansion by the 
United States. 

Political channels available for ex¬ 
porting influence arc several. Much of 
Asia is oppo.sed to private capital and 
foreign investment. Communist credo 
supports this prejudice. Key groups in 
India, Burma, Indonesia, and Japan 
support varying degrees of Marxist or 
socialist ideology and arc responsive 
to Peking’s planned economy. Official 
“support” for Buddhism and Islam les¬ 
sens the antipathy of Burmese and 


Indonesians, while Communist stric¬ 
tures against corruption, nepotism, and 
sloth provide a positive appeal through¬ 
out Asia. 

Local agents for communicating 
Chinese messages may be found in 
various cultural groups organized os¬ 
tensibly to promote Sino-Nepali or 
Sino-Burmese friendship. They may be 
assisted by local Communist parties of 
some strength, as in Indonesia. In these 
interpersonal contacts at the popular 
level Peking enjoys an advantage in 
political warfare generally denied West¬ 
ern capitals. 

Furthermore, personal contact at the 
elite level plays a major role in Chinese 
Communist diplomacy which exploits 
shared attitudes of anticolonialism and 
bonds of so-called “Afro-Asian unity.” 
In addition to a common sense of 
economic deprivation attributed to 
Western usurpations, this appeal masks 
an attempt at solidarity based on a 
negative “color line,” i.e., anti-white 
sentiments. The success of this ap¬ 
proach is reflected in the fact that of 38 
states recognizing the People's Repub¬ 
lic of China in January 1961, 11 be¬ 
longed to the Soviet bloc while 18 came 
from the so-called Afro-Asian areas. 

Exploiting these contacts to the full¬ 
est, Chinese Communist leaders con¬ 
clude pacts of “non-aggression and 
friendship” with weaker neighbors and 
exchange support for their grievances, 
whether in West Irian (Indonesia) or 
Goa (India), receiving support in turn 
for Chinese Communist claims to Tai¬ 
wan and representation in the LInited 
Nations. In addition, growing technical 
assistance programs place a prolifera¬ 
tion of efficient Chinese Communist 
experts throughout Africa and Asia. 
Their exemplary behavior and contri¬ 
bution to local felt needs mitigate the 
negative impact of Peking's brutal sup¬ 
pression of the Tibet revolt, or its 
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bellicose posture on various interna¬ 
tional problems. 

Finally, suave and sophisticated 
Chou En-Iai has played a signal role, 
lingering for days in little Cambodia 
or sipping long cups of tea in Rangoon, 
assuring his audiences of China's “need 
for peace,” of its exclusive concern 
with domestic problems, and its com¬ 
mon interest in assisting fellow Asians. 
This approach pays dividends in coun¬ 
tries where personal figures play an 
important role in policy, unimpeded 
by opposition parties or by rival leaders 
in the bureaucracy. 

These various tactics serve the fa¬ 
miliar united-front strategy employed 
by Communists throughout the world 
intermittently since the days of Lenin. 
They cither may act from above, join¬ 
ing forces at the elite level or they may 
act from below, infiltrating mass or¬ 
ganizations to undermine present lead¬ 
ership. Either strategy is a temporary 
one designed to facilitate ultimate over¬ 
throw of the government. 

In view of China’s power compared 
with that confronting it, both from 
local sources and from the United 
States, this strategy maximizes Peking’s 
assets while minimizing its liabilities. 
So long as societies in South and South¬ 
east Asia continue to suffer from po¬ 
litical and economic instability, and 
so long as the United States places 
primary emphasis upon military de¬ 
velopment within the area, we may 
expect increased economic and politi¬ 
cal action from the People’s Republic 
of China. 

The 1960’s will sec new dimensions, 
both geographic and strategic, in Com¬ 
munist China’s foreign policies. Its ac¬ 
tivities in Africa and Latin America 
are certain to increase as Peking’s eco¬ 
nomic capacity for trade and aid 
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strengthens its political appeals to 
newly independent regimes and local 
Communist parties. Moreover, in the 
likely event of a Chinese Communist 
nuclear weapons capability, Peking’s 
prestige is certain to expand among 
the weaker, less developed countries, 
especially in Asia. Whether this is ac¬ 
companied by more militant behavior 
on the part of the Chinese Communists 
depends upon many unknown factors, 
including the composition of the regime 
after Mao Tse-tung passes from the 
scene, the alternative means of ad¬ 
vancing its goals, and the counterforce 
available to non-Communist countries. 
As final determinants of Chinese Com¬ 
munist policy, of course, the actions of 
Moscow and Washington are of prime 
importance. In this sense no analysis 
can predict the future course of China 
by focusing solely upon the decision¬ 
makers in Peking. Only a continuous 
correlation of their views with the 
changing environment within which 
they must operate can enable us to 
outline the likely alternatives which lie 
before the People’s Republic of China 
as the most powerful country of Asia. 
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India's policy of non-alignment and 
the conciliatory diplomacy advocated 
by Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru 


and Korea in East Asia to Pakistan and 
the Middle East in the west. What hap¬ 
pens in India and in China, and be¬ 


have combined to elevate the Republic tween them, will affect the whole of 


of India to a central role in the conduct 
of world affairs, despite its relatively 


Asia. For the non-communist as well 
as for the communist worJd-s, what 


low rank on the ladder of great world comes of the Indian experiment with 
powers. This remarkable achievement democratic government will not be of 


of international eminence involved 
skillful strategy and a 
shrewd reading of cur¬ 
rent events. History also jjIq 

helped to shape the cir¬ 
cumstances. 

The emergence of In¬ 
dia as an independent _ 

state in 1947, and the " 

coming to power of the 
Chinese Communists two 
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immediate significance only; it may 
well have repercussions 
in every other part of the 
globe. From this point of 
view, the stability of In¬ 
dia's domestic politics, 
effectiveness in develop- 
ing its internal economy, 
and skillful leadership for 
essential social change 
would seem to outweigh 


years later, rejtrcscnt the consequences 
of two major forces in the social and 
political revolutions that have been 
waged in Asia throughout the present 
century. The results of the competition 
between a liberal, democratic Republic 


by far India's external influence on 
contemporary world affairs. 

The leaders of India view their role 
in international politics from a different 
perspective. They place special empha¬ 
sis upon the fact that the whole of Asia, 


of India and a communist People’s Re¬ 
public of China are recognized as be¬ 
ing of critical importance to the ulti¬ 
mate success or failure in the spread of 
the communist movement throughout 
the world. More than half of the people 
on earth are encompassed in the great 
arc of nations that swings from Japan 


and increasingly the Middle East and 
Africa as well, at last arc escaping from 
the dominance and imposed tutelage of 
western imperial power. With freedom 
attained, the next objective is to raise 
living standards appreciably and to re¬ 
vitalize old civilizations with the best 
of modern technology and the most far- 
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reaching of social reforms. The com¬ 
munist issue, according to Jawaharlal 
Nehru and others close to him in the 
highest political circles in India, can¬ 
not be allowed to ob.scure the fact that 
internal national development must 
take priority over external involve¬ 
ment. and for reasons of domestic 
rather than ideological or international 
concern. Whereas it may be unfortu¬ 
nate that world communism and Asian 
nationalism have grown up together 
and have come to critical junctures 
calling for commitment and decision at 
about the same time, for India, at least, 
foreign policy must be exercised in the 
immediate interests of India, and not 
in accordance with the wishes and in¬ 
terests of other world powers. India 
believes that its own national interests 
would best be served by creating con¬ 
ditions of peace, encouraging cultural 
and economic cooperation on an unre¬ 
stricted international scale, and foster¬ 
ing the acceptance of favorable condi¬ 
tions for political coexistence between 
competing forms of government. Under 
these circumstances India might enjoy 
an atmosphere conducive to the devel¬ 
opment of its own material and human 
resources. In this view', domestic and 
foreign policies necessarily interlink; 
foreign policy is a safeguard for the 
national interest. 

To understand the dynamics of In¬ 
dia’s foreign policy it is advisable to 
look with care at the historical factors 
that have influenced its outlook on the 
world community, and to examine In¬ 
dia’s pattern of domestic problems, and 
its plans for their solution, out of 
which stem policies for external aflairs. 

THE NATIONAL BACKGROUND 

Polifical history 

Any full-scale inquiry into Indian for¬ 
eign policy would lead one to range 


widely through history to identify the 
infinite variety of inlluenees to and 
from India and its neighbors that 
charaeteri/ed the early relations be¬ 
tween the peoples of Asia. I'he relative 
isolation of segments of the region dur¬ 
ing the past few centuries was in large 
part the result of the parceling out of 
spheres of in/Iiience between the sev¬ 
eral western imperial powers. But cul¬ 
tural memories are lasting. Although 
India is a young nation, its civili/ation 
is ancient. Contemporary leaders are 
mindful of past greatness, at home and 
abroad, and are unwilling to build to¬ 
ward anything less than a new image 
of greatness. 

The cultural vehicles of the Hindu 
and Buddhist w'ays of life carried In¬ 
dian philosophy, artistic expression, 
and an epic literary tradition through¬ 
out Asia. No major part of that conti¬ 
nent was left untouched by Buddhism, 
which arose in India but flourished on 
its borders and beyond. Pilgrims from 
the Buddhist world were drawn back 
to the birthplace of Gautama Buddha, 
bringing new ideas to India and taking 
back diaries of their observations in 
the “holy land.’’ T hrough this inter¬ 
change of culture and faith, ties were 
made that centuries of neglect could 
not entirely break. 

From the north and west came Is¬ 
lamic invasions culminating in the 
Moghul Empire, splendidly exempli¬ 
fied by the rule of the Emperor Akbar. 
Akbar, like the Hindu-Buddhist Asoka 
long before him, is an Indian hero, 
remembered for combining compassion 
with strength, honor with efficiency— 
terms now reserved for modem leaders 
such us Mahatma Gandhi and Jawa¬ 
harlal Nehru. Akbar represents Islam 
and the tie of India to the cultural tra¬ 
ditions of the Middle East. 

Much later, particularly from the 
seventeenth century onwards when Eu¬ 
ropean powers battled for trading 
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rights in the Indian subcontinent, 
western and Indian ideas and institu¬ 
tions met, clashed, and in part coa¬ 
lesced in the creation of a pattern of 
political and social doctrine and forms 
of social organization that have per¬ 
sisted to a remarkable extent, and arc 
clearly represented in the Constitution 
of the Republic of India. 

Our concern must be directed to¬ 
wards more recent history, t( ■ the direct 
line of development of independent In¬ 
dia's foreign policy. In concentrating 
on these latter years, however, it would 
be well to remember that India’s lead¬ 
ers keep at least one eye reserved for 
five thousand years of history, and not 
a few of their contemporary decisions 
are made with due regard for this back¬ 
ground of experience. 

By the middle of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, India had become an administra¬ 
tive and political unity. Between 1600, 
when Elizabeth I chartered the East 
India Company for trading rights in 
the East, and about 183S most of the 
lands of the Indian subcontinent were 
brought under British administration 
and control. The rapid decline of the 
Moghul Empire in the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury, plus the skill of the British in ad¬ 
ministration and in warfare had led to 
the gradual absorption and political 
control of local Indian rulers' lands. 
This process involved first revenue- 
collecting and imposition of law and 
order to assure trading rights, and then 
possession itself for the ultimate assur¬ 
ance of commercial security that such 
political control allows. 

India had never before had an op¬ 
portunity to draw together the many 
cultural strands that formed the basis 
of its unique community. In the San- 
skritic tradition and in Indian philos¬ 
ophy there were tics that for millennia 
had given a sense of unity to the many 
Hindu peoples who inhabited the 
larger part of the subcontinent. But 


diversity of expression—in language, 
art, literalurc, religious belief, and in¬ 
tensity of loyalty—was the rule rather 
than the exception before the 19th cen¬ 
tury and the age of British dominance. 

1 he institutions of caste and the joint 
family, cemented by local symbols of 
loyalty and social custom, added to the 
patchwork-quilt cultural nature of the 
subcontinent—a condition, incidentally, 
which continues to divide the Indian 
people into competing regional groups. 

British administration, to be effec¬ 
tive and efficient, had to be tightly or¬ 
ganized and centralized. Thus the coun¬ 
try was divided and subdivided, not al¬ 
ways rationally or in accordance with 
an integrated plan, but in any event in 
line with considerations that would bol¬ 
ster imperial British control. The ob¬ 
jective was to organize an administra¬ 
tive state: one where revcnuc.> could be 
collected regularly and sufficiently; 
where a few top British political offi¬ 
cers, and a small corps of Indian Civil 
Service members, could funnel orders 
from the top of the hierarchy to ac¬ 
tion at the grass roots, and conversely, 
where local sentiments could be chan¬ 
neled upwards; one where law and or¬ 
der—and proximate justice—could be 
enforced; and where British ideas about 
the ultimate destiny of the Indian people 
could be carried forward by means of 
education, imitation of colonial behav¬ 
ior, and experience over time in the use 
of western social and political institu¬ 
tions. 

In 1858 a turning point came in In¬ 
dian history. The year before, a mutiny, 
now often called the First War of In¬ 
dian Independence, had broken out in 
several parts of northern India. The os¬ 
tensible objective of the mutiny was to 
restore the Moghul Emperor to his 
throne in Delhi. Underneath, however, 
were a number of grievances against 
the Company’s rule that focussed upon 
their failure to give adequate attention 
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to the social and economic needs of 
the people. Agreements with local 
rulers had been set aside, often with¬ 
out consultation, and in general the 
social well-being of the population was 
subordinated to the personal and eco¬ 
nomic interests of the rulers them¬ 
selves. Often ignorant of local cus¬ 
toms, and sometimes oblivious of the 
social consequences of enforced rules 
and regulations, crises on many fronts 
led to outright revolt against Company 
power. London’s response to the situa¬ 
tion was to give control of India to the 
Crown, and for Parliament to assume 
the supervisory responsibilities for the 
conduct of state affairs. 

Nationalism 

From 1858 to 1947, authoritarian Brit¬ 
ish rule in India conceded gradually 
to the liberal British view that a people 
should be trained to govern themselves, 
at least in local affairs. Indian national¬ 
ist opinion developed with the view 
that a people must be allowed to gov¬ 
ern themselves. It was perhaps inevit¬ 
able that the growth of an Indian na¬ 
tionalism would be encouraged by the 
liberal Briti.sh tradition that dominated 
the Indian educational system from the 
middle of the 19th century. 

Indian nationalism commenced more 
as a social and religious reform en¬ 
deavor than as a political and economic 
movement. Faced with the facts of an 
earlier Muslim domination of a basic¬ 
ally Hindu society, and then with the 
rapid takeover of Moghul reins by the 
British, 19th century Indian leaders 
were led to question the inherent 
strength of Hindu social institutions. 
Men such as Raja Rammohan Roy, 
often called the “Father of Indian Na¬ 
tionalism,” vigorously fought in the 
early 19th century for a liberalization 
of Hindu social institutions, and for 
English education so that the new ideas 


of Europe might be drawn to the re¬ 
form of Indian life. Rammohan Roy 
founded the Brahmo Samaj in 1828 
as an institutionalized means for giving 
opportunities to liberal Indians to make 
over Hindu society along more en¬ 
lightened lines. Other reformers such 
as Dayananda Saraswati, founder of 
the Arya Samaj, urged a return to the 
purer—less historically and socially 
overladen—philosophy of the ancient 
V'cdic age, unhindered by caste divi¬ 
sions, as his more indigenous response 
to the impact of the west. Late 19th 
century developments along the same 
general lines included the work of 
Annie Besant of the Theosophical So¬ 
ciety and Swami Vivekananda of the 
Ramakrishna Mission. 

But poverty, illiteracy, and disease, 
deep-rooted and widespread, were facts 
of Indian life that served as the main¬ 
springs for a vigorous nationalism and, 
later, of the insistent demand for free¬ 
dom from British rule. Centralized im¬ 
perial administration provided the 
means for improving transportation 
and communication, broadening mar¬ 
kets for industry and agriculture, and 
encouraging modern finance and com¬ 
merce. In the process, British capital, 
more than Indian, reaped the profits, 
and British indu.stry and commerce 
benefited most by the construction of 
a colonial economy with India provid¬ 
ing the raw materials for a profitable 
European industry. And in the Indian 
backwaters the relatively sclf-suffieicnt 
village economy broke down as middle- 
scale industrialization came to India. 
No longer could village craftsmen hope 
to compete with the factories of the 
towns and cities. The tightly woven 
fabric of Indian village society, with 
its ancient system of interrelated eco¬ 
nomic functions and social services, 
was struck a heavy blow. The economy 
and related aspects of the society grew 
in a lop-sided manner. The tiny frac- 
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tion that was urban India grew further 
apart from the four-fifths that was 
village India. Education, better health, 
and the benefits of modern technology 
hardly touched the countryside, and 
indeed even in the towns and cities 
cleavages between the well-off and the 
down-and-out were all too evident. 

Indian Nafional Congress 

It was under these conditions of domi¬ 
nance by British power, of internal di¬ 
vision between the several layers of 
Indian society, of separatist tendencies 
between Hindu and Muslim and be¬ 
tween linguistic regions, plus a perva¬ 
sive stagnation in the culture and in 
the general economy, that the Indian 
National Congress was founded in 
1885. The Congress, destined to be the 
vehicle of the Indian nationalist move¬ 
ment and the organization in which the 
main lines of independent India’s for¬ 
eign policy would be tested and formed, 
was a moderate body with modest ob¬ 
jectives in the years up to World War 
I. Congress leaders of those days, such 
as Pherozeshah Mehta. Surendranath 
Bancrjea, or G. K. Gokhalc, were 
mainly concerned with increasing In¬ 
dian membership in the Indian Civil 
Service, extending the benefits of 
higher education, and arguing a per¬ 
suasive case to the Parliament and 
people of Great Britain for a greater 
measure of Indian participation in run¬ 
ning the affairs of India. In this effort, 
the Congress was encouraged by lib¬ 
eral British leaders in both Great 
Britain and India. It was the belief of 
those concerned with this early phase 
of nationalist expression that with ex¬ 
perience and time the good sense of 
the British would eapitulate to the ob¬ 
vious need for a loosening of British 
control over Indian affairs. Such opti¬ 
mism proved unwarranted, and a vig¬ 
orous but uniquely non-violent nation¬ 


alist movement, led by Mohandas K. 
Gandhi from 1919 onwards, was the 
result. The Congress-backed nationalist 
movement expanded its program of ac¬ 
tion to the masses of the Indian people, 
pressing harder and harder for the con¬ 
cessions from their rulers that ulti¬ 
mately led to an independent India in 
1947. 

As freedom came near, however, bit¬ 
ter feelings between the Hindu and 
Muslim communities grew more in¬ 
tense. The common nationalist cause 
against an alien ruler broke down, and 
from 1940 a large proportion of the 
Muslims demanded a separate state, 
Pakistan, in which to develop a nation 
based on Islamic brotherhood. Paki¬ 
stan was founded in 1947 after wide¬ 
spread rioting, terrible bloodshed, and 
the transfer under fear of populations 
in the millions had forced the issue to 
a solution by partition. Needless to 
say, the circumstances of partition con¬ 
tributed much to the mutual sense of 
fear and enmity that has colored the 
international relations and foreign pol¬ 
icies of Pakistan and India ever since. 

This brief survey of the Indian na¬ 
tionalist movement and of the general 
conditions of 19th and 20th century 
India is intended to convey one im¬ 
portant lesson in the better understand¬ 
ing of India's view of world affairs. 
Indians have been coneemed—one 
might almost say obsessed—during the 
past half century with the imperial or 
colonial question. Almost everything 
else in world history has been read in 
terms of the colonial theme, including 
the eommunal rivalry between Mus¬ 
lims and Hindus whieh is felt to be 
the product of a British policy of divide 
and rule. It is understandable that con¬ 
temporary leaders, like Nehru, who 
fought for independence for over a 
quarter of a century, would not forget 
easily their experiences in earlier years. 
In colonial status, India considered 
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itself to be isolated from active par¬ 
ticipation in world affairs, and yet sub¬ 
ject to the forces of world politics be¬ 
cause tied to the decisions of Great 

Britain as the imperial power. In par¬ 
ticular, India resented its involuntary, 
if legal, involvement in two World 
Wars. This condition of involuntary 
alignment with Great Britain and its 
allies in times of war and peace un¬ 
doubtedly contributed to independent 
India's decision to develop its foreign 
policy among lines of non-alignment 
with other blocs of power, especially 
the western or free-world alignment 
with which India was most familiar. 

Economic geography 

However internationally isolated, in a 
formal sen.se, the Indian National Con¬ 
gress may have been in the years be¬ 
fore independence, Indian leaders cer¬ 
tainly were alert to the geographical, 
economic, and political facts of Indian 
life which formed the conditions of any 
Indian foreign policy, even as inter¬ 
preted by Great Britain. 

First, India was recognized as being 
strategically located in the west of Asia, 
with its peninsula stretching across the 
main lines of sea and air communica¬ 
tions from west to east, and with 
its northern, mountainous boundaries 
touching upon important centers of the 
Middle East, Central Asia, and the 
Far East. India’s near neighbors in¬ 
clude several among the most power¬ 
ful nations in the world, particularly 
Russia and China, but also, Burma, 
Indonesia, and the other countries of 
Southeast Asia with which India feels 
it has much in common. Relatively iso¬ 
lated, historically, by mountains to the 
north, and seas on its peninsular sides, 
nevertheless it has been recognized that 
India’s geographic location in the 
modern air age is one involving a natu¬ 
ral intercourse with the many eco¬ 


nomic, political, and cultural forces 
that cross or abut on its territiwy. Nwi 
only is protection from invasion the 
crucial question; also of importance is 
the skill with which India may take 
advantage of interrelations with the 
many who come its way. 

Economically India has been and 
remains a country poor in the level of 
its exploited natural resources, in the 
rate of its industrial and agricultural 
development, and in the prospect for 
rapid rises in its standards of living. 
These facts were early recognized by 
the Indian National Congress. One of 
the great urges of the nationalist move¬ 
ment was the hope that with greater 
freedom to plan and legislate, adequate 
steps might be taken to improve the 
economic lot of the Indian people. 
Nationalist thinking on foreign affairs 
was never far removed from the eco¬ 
nomic implications of whatever steps 
might be taken abroad. And the first 
major .step towards sound economic 
development, at least as seen by the 
1930’s, was the attainment of political 
freedom to permit national economic 
planning. 

Competing ideologies 

However, the geographic and economic 
facts affecting India’s international po¬ 
sition arc of relatively minor signifi¬ 
cance to Congress leaders when these 
facts are compared with the influence 
of political ideas. The first major 
ideological influence was that of liber¬ 
alism; the second, closely following on 
the first in historical sequence, was 
socialism. 

The most far-reaching legacy of the 
period of British rule in India was the 
infusion of a liberal philosophy of gov- 
emtfient in the mental frame of India’s 
educated hierarchy of leadership. The 
process by which this intermixture of 
ideas and institutions took place over 
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the past 150 years is in large part the 
total social history of the period. F.du- 
cation in l-.nglish frtnn the mid-19th 
century, both at the secondary and 
higher educational levels, brought to 
Indian students the story of western 
European achievement in assuring that 
law, politics, and civil and military 
administration would be subject to the 
responsible control of the people. The 
connection between a vital liHcral de¬ 
mocracy and rapid economic and social 
development was not lost to those In¬ 
dians who examined European experi¬ 
ence. Moreover, significant numbers of 
Indian students took their higher de¬ 
grees in London, or at Oxford and 
Cambridge, and a few on the continent, 
thus pouring back into Indian society 
leaders fully on a par. intellectually, 
with their European classmates. 

As British Indian administrators 
faced novel problems for which no 
ready indigenous solution seemed pres¬ 
ent, it was only natural that they look 
to British experience for ideas and 
institutions applicable in India. Indian 
judges and lawyers, accountants and 
teachers, agricultural economists and 
engineers, editors and reporters, and 
of course politicians as w'cll grew up in 
an institutionalized atmosphere that 
was reflective of the British liberal view 
of society's proper organization. Al¬ 
though this process of macrocosmic 
acculturation through time was largely 
an urban phenomenon, and affected 
only a small segment of India’s society, 
the influence nevertheless was great, 
for it touched upon the lives of the 
greater part of India’s educated ruling 
classes. By the 1920’s, when the In¬ 
dian National Congress under Gandhi 
opened its mass campaign for political 
freedom, liberalism was well established 
as the common core of political agree¬ 
ment concerning the kind of govern¬ 
ment and the kind of society that In¬ 
dia’s leaders wished to develop under 


their own guidance. In fact, one of the 
most piwcrful of the weapons that 
leaders of the Congress used against the 
British was the as.sertion that Great 
Britain was denying to the Indian 
people the goals of liberal democracy 
extolled so vociferously in London. 

The second major ideological in¬ 
fluence in 20lh century India has been 
socialism. For many, socialism was 
seen as a combination of utopian prop¬ 
ositions and Fabian interpretations of 
social democracy. These ideas equated 
rather easily with the main tenets of 
liberalism as they had been developed 
in India. For others, Marxism and 
Marxian socialism were more influen¬ 
tial, although organized political parties 
favoring Marxian socialism did not 
gain in prominence until the 1930’s. 
Most Jndiiin intellectuals and many 
politicians were convinced that India’s 
economic and social conditions re¬ 
quired active, regularized legislative 
and iidministrative direction by gov¬ 
ernment to bring about needed social 
and economic changes. In the case of 
Marxism, the Russian revolution was 
closely followed by Indian leaders, 
since it was felt that here was an ex¬ 
periment in radical socialism operating 
in a social and economic situation not 
unlike that of India. The fact that the 
Soviet Union, and spokesmen for the 
Comintern, endorsed India's aspira¬ 
tions for independence and condemned 
British imperial power at a time when 
others were silent has not been for¬ 
gotten. At least a portion of the sym¬ 
pathetic hearing now given to Soviet 
views on world affairs may be traced 
to the Communists’ early support of 
Indian nationalism. 

Ideologically, then, India's leaders 
had grown accustomed by the mid- 
1920’s to the liberal democracy of 
western Europe, combined with an in¬ 
fusion of soeialist solutions to eco¬ 
nomic problems, and they were fully 
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committed to the perpetuation of such 
a mixed form of government in an 
independent India. This was true even 
though it was weii understood by these 
Jeaders that some of the principJes of 
liberal democracy, when applied in 
India, would conflict with the localized, 
group social behavior of village India 
which relied more on caste or class, 
than upon the individual, for the exer¬ 
cise of political responsibilities. 

Foreign policy in the making 

The Congress, of course, did not have 
a “foreign policy,” in any formal sense, 
until it was the party conducting the 
government of the Republic of India. 
But as a strategy in the nationalist 
movement, the Congress adopted a 
policy of expressing itself by resolu¬ 
tions on foreign affairs at its annual 
sessions, or through statements by its 
oflicers at other times. The same policy 
was adopted for matters of domestic 
concern. This process was called 
“parallel government”: the Congress, 
in this case, speaking for the Indian 
people who were unable to speak ef¬ 
fectively through British Indian organs 
of government. 

By the mid-1920’s the Congress 
turned its attention more regularly to 
international politics. The new empha¬ 
sis arose partially as a consequence of 
India’s failure to secure a greater meas¬ 
ure of freedom following the end of 
World War I, but perhaps more so 
because of the insistence of a young 
Congressman from the United Prov¬ 
inces, son of a then prominent Con¬ 
gress leader, Motilal Nehru. 

Jawaharlal Nehru, a London-trained 
lawyer educated at Harrow and Cam¬ 
bridge, began to make his influence 
felt in circles of the Congress by the 
mid-1920’s. Although he was interested 
in domestic politics, his special contri¬ 
bution to the nationalist movement 


was the education of several genera¬ 
tions of Indians in the facts of inter¬ 
national life. Nehru believed that In¬ 
dia was inevitably to play an important 
role in international affairs, and that 
the Indian National Congress had a 
responsibility in preparing the people 
for the years ahead. An examination 
of the resolutions of the Congress from 
1926 to 1947 reveals an acute aware¬ 
ness of the dangers in the growth of 
fascism, a sympathetic approach to 
the aspirations of the Soviet Union, a 
consistent criticism of the continuation 
or expansion of western imperial power 
anywhere in the world, and a sensitive 
exposure of all forms of racial, social, 
or economic discrimination. Such an 
examination of the record reveals the 
growth of the view that international 
disputes require peaceful means of so¬ 
lution, and that peaceful means for 
resolving disputes would be encour¬ 
aged by a world organized to enforce 
the exclusive use of such means. The 
influence of Gandhi in the growth of 
this policy of non-violent methods in 
international affairs is obvious. Jawa¬ 
harlal Nehru, as General Secretary of 
the Indian National Congress, re-es¬ 
tablished in 1936 a Foreign Depart¬ 
ment (originally formed in 1925) to 
study world affairs and to disseminate 
literature on the subject throughout 
India. Although it is unfair to credit 
Prime Minister Nehru for the whole 
construction of India’s foreign policy, 
it can be said that he was the architect 
and the guide who prepared the way 
from 1926 for policies that by 1947 
were acceptable and taken for granted 
by the vast bulk of the citizens of India. 

THE POLICY-MAKING PROCESS 

For the personal and historical reasons 
outlined above, Prime Minister Jawa¬ 
harlal Nehru has impressed his per¬ 
sonal stamp on the foreign policy of 
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India to a greater degree than any con¬ 
temporary statesman has been able to 
achieve elsewhere. As a politkaWy 
powerful, highly intelligent nationalist 
leader with a deep concern for world 
affairs, Mr. Nehru has articulated a 
policy based on his view of the present 
and future, bearing in mind the 
strengths and weaknesses of his coun¬ 
try and people, that finds broad affir¬ 
mation in India with all but rather 
.small sectors of Indian poliMca) opin¬ 
ion. Since the Sino-Indian dispute over 
the Himalayan border was made pub¬ 
lic knowledge in 19.'59, there has been 
a sharp increase in public criticism of 
Nehru that has brought into focus the 
bureaucratic and legislative apparatus 
that supports the voice of the Prime 
Minister on matters of foreign policy. 

Governmental agencies 

The executive authority. India’s 
Constitution places formal executive 
responsibility with the President of the 
Republic. But, as in Great Britain with 
the Queen, the President in India acts 
on the advice of his council of minis¬ 
ters. The cabinet, which in India docs 
not ncccs.sarily include all ministers, is 
composed of senior ministers nomi¬ 
nated by the Prime Minister and ap¬ 
pointed by the President, who then 
act with collective responsibility to Par¬ 
liament. 

Since 1947 India has had one Prime 
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, who has 
continuously held the portfolio for ex¬ 
ternal affairs as well. Since the Prime 
Minister’s Congress Party has enjoyed 
a substantial majority in every se.ssion 
of Parliament since 1947, continuity in 
foreign policy has been sustained to the 
degree that the Prime Minister wished 
to sustain it. Although as Minister of 
External Affairs Mr. Nehru can take 
and has taken counsel with his cabinet 
colleagues on foreign policy, as Prime 


Minister he holds such broad responsi¬ 
bility for the domestic and extcinai 
weU-bc'mg of his country that explana¬ 
tions rather than questions appear to 
have been his normal presentations to 
the cabinet on foreign matters. 'I'he 
holding of the two portfolios by a 
man of such experience, who in turn 
is held almost in reverence by the bulk 
of his people, plus party-disciplined 
control over a substantive majority in 
Parliament, have given Mr. Nehru what 
amounts to a free hand in constructing 
and executing India’s foreign policy. 

The Ministry of External Affairs is 
a large and professionally staffed or¬ 
ganization. A Deputy Minister, at pres¬ 
ent Mrs. Lakshmi Mcnon, assists Mr. 
Nehru both in the Ministry and in Par¬ 
liament. A Secretary-General presides 
over much of the general administra¬ 
tion, and a bank of senior secretaries 
and their many assistants compose the 
working staff of the Ministry. It is from 
the “country desks,” from the research 
branches, and from the technical staffs 
that analytical materials flow to the 
Prime Minister to give him the raw 
materials and statements of alternative 
policies from which foreign policy ulti¬ 
mately is made. 

The Ministry of External Affairs, as 
organized since 1949, has responsibil¬ 
ity for the following functions; ' 

1. Foreign affairs 

2. Diplomatic and consular representa¬ 
tion; Indian Foreign Service; Indian 
foreign publicity 

3. United Nations Organization; interna¬ 
tional conferences, associations and 
other bodies 

4. Treaties and agreements with foreign 
countries 

1 Information on the functions and or¬ 
ganization of the Ministry of External Af¬ 
fairs is taken from The Organisotion of the 
Government of India, prepared by the Indian 
Institute of Public Administration (Bombay: 
Asia Publishing House, 1958), pp. 37-44. 
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5. Foreign jurisdiction and extradition 

6. Emigration from India; passports and 
visas and pilgrimage to places outside 
India 

7. The administration of the North East 
Frontier Agency and the Naga Hills- 
Tuensang area 

8. The administration of Pondicherry and 
other former French possessions in 
India 

9. 'Fhc administration of certain laws, 
such as the Indian F.migration Act of 
1922, the Reciprocity Act of 1943, etc. 

In structure, the Sceretary-General 
presides over the administration of the 
Ministry, aided by a Commonwealth 
Secretary for Commonwealth matters, 
a Special Secretary for managing the 
establishment, finance, personnel, 
communications, supplies, and records, 
and a Foreign Secretary to cover the 
world other than the Commonwealth, 
plus protocol, historical research, and 
related subjects. 

The 85 Sections in the Ministry as of 
1957 were arranged into II Divisions 
as follows: 

1. American (including foreign aid) 

2. Western (including the United Na¬ 
tions and excluding Great Britain) 

3. Eastern (including the NEFA and 
the Naga Hills) 

4. Southern 

5. African (including Great Britain and 
its African colonies) 

6. Pakistan 

7. Protocol 

8. Administration 

9. External publicity 

10. Foreign service inspectorate 

11. Historical 

Something of the extent of India’s 
commitment to representation abroad 
may be gained by noting the number of 
missions established up to December 
of 1957: 

36 Embassies 
8 High Commissions 


18 Legations 

3 Special Missions (Bhutan, Sikkim, and 

United Nations) 

8 Commissions 

17 Consulates-Gencral or Consulates 

4 Vice-Consulates 

3 Agencies (Gyanise, Gartok, and Ya- 

tung) 

Permanent Representative at the Head¬ 
quarters of the United Nations 

Almost seven thousand staff mem¬ 
bers man the Ministry and its offices 
abroad. 

Mr. V. K. Krishna Menon, at pres¬ 
ent Minister of Defense, also represents 
India on important matters of interna¬ 
tional concern, at the United Nations 
or elsewhere, when so requested by the 
Prime Minister. Although Mr. Menon 
is only loosely associated with the Min¬ 
istry of External Affairs, in fact his 
influence is great because of the confi¬ 
dence in which he is held by Mr. 
Nehru. 

77ie foreif>fi service. Personnel 
recruited to the foreign service, now 
scattered throughout the world in the 
High Commissions and Commissions 
within the Commonwealth of Nations, 
and in the Embassies, Legations, Con- 
suiates-Gcncral, Consulates, United 
Nations and International missions 
elsewhere, are carefully selected by 
competitive examination and are thor¬ 
oughly trained for their positions. At 
the highest levels—Ambassadors and 
High Commissioners—what might be 
called “political appointments” some¬ 
times occur. But the tradition is to use 
the professional service to the maxi¬ 
mum. 

The foreign service, somewhat simi¬ 
lar to its counterpart in Great Britain, 
is an elite service, admission to which 
is much sought after by India's most 
able graduates. Pressures after 1947 
were very great to expand India’s ex¬ 
ternal representation rapidly, but 
trained personnel were in short supply. 
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Now the service is nearly stabilized and 
its standards have increased year by 
year. Protected Irorn personal criticism 
by the restraints of responsible minis¬ 
ters, the foreign service has been able 
to give an even greater maturity to In¬ 
dia’s assessment of the facts of inter¬ 
national affairs. More adeciuatc linguis¬ 
tic skills, an improvement in foreign 
intelligence analysis, and a much 
greater bulk of collated information on 
world situations provide the Ministry 
of External Affairs with substantial re¬ 
sources to use in pursuing the global 
implications of India’s foreign policy. 

Parliament. Parliament is not 
concerned with day-to-day making or 
execution of foreign policy. But debates 
in the Lok Sabha (House of the Peo¬ 
ple) or the Rajyii Sabha (Council of 
State) initiated by the Prime Minister, 
or on questions rai.sed during the Ques¬ 
tion Period, or following the President’s 
addresses opening Parliament, or on 
the budget, give several opportunities 
for Members to participate in influenc¬ 
ing policy. Since Mr. Nehru is con¬ 
cerned daily with foreign affairs, he 
lends to report regularly, often, and in 
detail to Parliament. Seldom is Parlia¬ 
ment in doubt about the Government’s 
views. But Parliament has not consti¬ 
tuted a standing committee on foreign 
affairs. This prerogative remains with 
another organ of Parliament, the cabi¬ 
net, and of course with the Prime Min¬ 
ister. 

It should not be assumed, however, 
that Members of Parliament arc not 
an integral part of the policy-making 
process on foreign affairs. To the con¬ 
trary, articulate members of the oppo¬ 
sition, such as Acharya J. B. Kripalani, 
Asoka Mehta, Minoo Masani, and sev¬ 
eral members of the Communist Party 
of India, as well as Congress Party 
members who disagree with accepted 
policy, often are heard, their words re¬ 
corded, and the debate disseminated 


widely throughout the country in of¬ 
ficial records and in the press. Spokes¬ 
men In Pcvrlvatnent, \\e\p to '\dent\fy l\\e 
controversial Issues for tbe media of 
public opinion. Public opinion. In turn, 
acts as a restraint upon the Congress 
Party’s Parliamentary majority. 

Nongovernmental agencies 

Political parties. The Congress 
Party, through its Annual Sessions usu¬ 
ally held in December, through its pol¬ 
icy-suggesting organ, the Working 
Committee, and through the parly’s ad¬ 
ministrative scerctariat, the All-India 
Congress Committee, regularly dis¬ 
cusses foreign policy and proposes pol¬ 
icy changes to the Parliamentary Con¬ 
gress Party. I he Prime Minister, as the 
actual leader of the party, remains in 
close communication with party head¬ 
quarters and party leaders on foreign 
as well as on domestic matters, d he 
considered opinion of the Congress 
Party today is likely to be official pol¬ 
icy tomorrow. 

As has been mentioned earlier, cer¬ 
tain respected leaders from other par¬ 
ties, or from among the independents, 
can be influential from Parliament or 
the public platform on matters relating 
to foreign affairs, but only to the extent 
that their personal standing is high in 
the country. For example, the Praja 
[Peoples’] Socialist Party has not, as a 
party, been an effective critic of foreign 
policy. But a sociali.st leader, like Asoka 
Mehta, can personally make a signifi¬ 
cant impact, as can an ex-socialist like 
Jayaprakash Narayan who holds no 
political office at all. The communists, 
too, are not backward in voicing oppo- 
.sition to given policies. In this case, 
party rather than personal weight is 
applicable because of the monolithic 
character of the Communist Party of 
India. 

But since the Congress Party rules 
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India more or less as if India were, in 
fact, a onc-party state, debate within 
the Congress Party is the most critical 
locus of political controversy on mat¬ 
ters of world and domestic affairs. The 
Congress Party is not inclined, substan¬ 
tively and for good political reasons, to 
deny Mr. Nehru his conlusions if he 
takes a positive stand and asks for sup¬ 
port. 

Interest groups. For the most 
part, interest groups do not have much 
influence in shaping India’s foreign pol¬ 
icy. Tradition excludes them from 
indirect involvement as informal ad¬ 
visers, and the law bars them from di¬ 
rect pressures. Such groups do, of 
course, have spokesmen in Parliament; 
they publish their views; they influ¬ 
ence individuals. But groups such as 
the trade unions, professional societies, 
commercial, financial, and industrial 
organizations, and caste lobbies have a 
most limited range for influence. To 
the extent that these groups find a con¬ 
genial home in a political party, inter¬ 
est can be more effectively passed on 
through recognized political channels. 

'I'he Indian Council of World Af¬ 
fairs, at its Sapru House headquarters 
in New Delhi and in its many branches 
throughout the country, as well as in 
its publications, can be (or could be) 
influential. But, for the most part. 
Council members and staff do not defy 
or analyze critically established Gov¬ 
ernment policy. 

Mass media and public opinion. 
World news is given extended and gen¬ 
erally fair treatment in the English- 
language newspapers, the best of the 
Indian-language newspapers, and in the 
thousands of weeklies, fortnightlies, 
and monthlies published in all parts of 
the country. Indian newspapers are in¬ 
clined to carry very long articles and 
informative editorials that may run two 
full columns on crucial concerns in for¬ 
eign affairs. These publications in turn 
reflect in their editorials suggestions in¬ 


tended to influence foreign policy. 
Newspapers of the quality of The 
Hindu (Madras), The Times of India 
(Bombay and New Delhi), The Hin¬ 
dustan Times (New Delhi), or The 
Statesman (Calcutta and New Delhi) 
are read meticulously by officers in the 
Ministry of External Affairs. Party 
organs such as Vigil and the Organiser, 
or papers of opinion like Thought 
(Delhi) and The Economic Weekly 
(Bombay), the Congress for Cultural 
Freedom’s Quest (Calcutta), and the 
late M. N. Roy’s paper. The Radical 
Humanist (Calcutta), to name a few 
of the special publications, do help to 
.shape opinion indirectly. 

Television is not a communications 
factor in India, and All-India Radio is 
nationalized and without editorial in¬ 
fluence on foreign policy. 

These stimulants for public opinion, 
plus books and pamphlets, do appear 
to have made an impact on the urban 
intelligentsia. But India is over 70 per 
cent illiterate, and the bulk of the 
country is out of the range of radios 
that function. Thus public opinion, even 
at best, is expressed only by relatively 
few people and these largely in urban 
centers. 

On the whole, the Indian press sup¬ 
ports Mr. Nehru’s conclusions on for¬ 
eign affairs, and thus such criticisms 
as do appear normally are on minor 
issues. The exceptions have been the 
new Sino-Indian border dispute and 
the old Kashmir case. In these two 
cases, India’s territorial integrity is at 
stake, and critics of government, in¬ 
cluding many journalists and editors, 
have been outspokenly critical—and 
perhaps thereby somewhat influen¬ 
tial. 

India is not a country of opinion 
pollers. However, the Indian Institute 
of Public Opinion (New Delhi) has 
produced two serial publications, one 
on public issues and one on economic 
matters, that (using George Gallup’s 
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methods) do give one useful resource 
for opinion study. 

THE SUBSTANCE OF 
FOREIGN POLICY 

The remarkable consistency in public 
expressions of India’s foreign policy 
can be traced to the continuity of 
leadership held by Jawaharlal Nehru 
and the Congress Party since 1947. 
The trying circumstances of India’s po¬ 
litical and economic life have induced 
wide public support for the Govern¬ 
ment of India’s stand on world affairs, 
particularly since this stand has re¬ 
sulted in the growth of India’s prestige 
in the eyes of much of the world. Al¬ 
though the cases of Kashmir, Korea, 
Suez, Hungary, a ad China have pro¬ 
duced bends and kinks on the main 
lines of foreign policy, India’s prin¬ 
cipal international objectives and its 
strategy of diplomacy have not been 
changed fundamentally since inde¬ 
pendence. 

On September 26, 1946, Mr. Nehru 
as the leader of the Interim Govern¬ 
ment issued the following statement on 
foreign policy—a statement that would 
be applicable today: 

In the sphere of foreign affairs India 
will follow an independent policy, keep¬ 
ing away from the power politics of 
groups aligned one against another. She 
will uphold the principles of_ freedom for 
dependent peoples and will oppose r acial 
disc rimination, wherever it may occur. 
She will work with other peace-loving 
nations fo r international fipopomtinn and 
goodwill without exploitation of one na¬ 
tion by another. 

It is necessary that with the attainment 
of her full international status, India 
should establish contact with all the great 
nations of the world and that her rela¬ 
tions with neighboring countries in Asia 
should become still closer. . . . 

Towards the United Nations Organiza¬ 


tion India’s attitude is that of whole¬ 
hearted cooperation and unreserved ad¬ 
herence, in both spirit and letter, to the 
Charter governing it. To that end, India 
will participate fully in its varied activi¬ 
ties and endeavor to play that role in its 
Councils to which her geographical posi¬ 
tion, population and contribution toward 
peaceful progress entitle her. In particu¬ 
lar, the Indian delegate will make it clear 
that India stands for the independence 
of all colonial and dependent people and 
their full right to self-determination.^ 

One finds in this statement a number 
of principles that highlight the main 
strands of India’s foreign policy: 

1. The “independence” in outlook 
of a people who had been dominated 
for too long. 

2. The fear that involvement in the 
affairs of others would restrict India’s 
ability to construct a new and better 
social and economic order for itself. 

3. The determination to assist others 
to attain the political freedom for 
which India fought for so many years. 

4. The hatred of second and third 
class citizenship, particularly of an in¬ 
ferior status awarded because of race. 

5. The confidence in cooperation 
and mutual goodwill, exemplified by 
the United Nations. 

6. The urge for international con¬ 
tacts throughout the world, but with 
special attention given to neighboring 
countries in Asia. 

Theory in practice 

In practice, these principles have made 
it relatively easy to anticipate the Gov¬ 
ernment of India’s response to issues 
as they have arisen in world politics. 

Non-alignment. The policy of 

2 Statement issued at a press conference in 
New Delhi, India, on September 26, 1946, 
and published in Indian information (New 
Delhi: Government of India Information 
Bureau, October 15, 1946). 
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non-alignment (or of “neutralism” as 
some prefer to put it in a broader con¬ 
text) assured the fact that India would 
not participate in the South East Asia 
I reaty Organization or the Baghdad 
Pact (later CENTO). What was (and 
is) less well known is that India, in 
order to help create “conditions of 
peace,” would exercise its influence to 
lessen the scope of cfTectiveness and 
range of membership in such mutual 
defense arrangements, particularly 
those pacts like SEAT'O and CENTO 
that impinge on the region of South 
Asia. To the extent possible, it ap¬ 
pears that India has advised its diplo¬ 
mats to endorse non-military, peaceful 
solutions, and to bring into question 
military solutions. The exceptions, per¬ 
haps, arc those military agreements 
(e.g., the North Atlantic Treaty Or¬ 
ganization or the Warsaw Pact) that 
do not relate directly to Asian con¬ 
cerns and arc distant from India 
geographically. 

During the period of negotiations 
leading to the signing of the “Mutual 
Defense Assistance Agreement be¬ 
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of Pakistan” on May 19, 1954, India 
pushed its non-alignment policy one 
step further; in this case arguing that 
a military agreement entered into by 
Pakistan—a country whose eastern and 
western sectors enclose India like 
bookends—inevitably involved India in 
dangerous military consequences not 
of India’s choosing and without mutual 
consent. In Parliament Mr. Nehru ex¬ 
plained why he felt it necessary to ob¬ 
ject to Pakistan’s decision to sign such 
an agreement, even though Pakistan, a 
sovereign state, claimed that the matter 
was none of India’s business: 

... Of course, they are a free country; 
I cannot prevent them. But if something 
affects Asia, India especially, and if some¬ 


thing, in our opinion, is a reversal of 
history after hundreds of years, are we 
to remain silent? We have thought in 
terms of freeing our countries, and one 
of the symbols of freedom has been the 
withdrawal of foreign armed forces. I 
say the return of any armed forces from 
any European or American country is 
a reversal of the history of the countries 
of Asia, whatever the motive. . . . 

I am not prepared to express my opin¬ 
ion except in the most philosophic man¬ 
ner about the distant problems of Europe. 
India has not the slightest desire to im¬ 
pose its views or wishes on any other 
country. But because in Asia we have 
passed through similar processes of his¬ 
tory in the last two hundred years or so, 
and thus can understand each other a 
little better, it is likely that 1 am in tune 
with some of my neighbor countries when 
I speak. If the great powers think that 
the problems of Asia can be solved minus 
Asia or minus the views of Asian coun¬ 
tries, then it does seem to be rather odd."* 

Pakistan did sign the agreement, of 
eourse, and the differences that 
separated Pakistan and India earlier, 
especially concentrated on Kashmir, 
were hardened in India’s opinion. 
Whether the defense agreement was 
wi.se or not, depends upon one’s point 
of view. But from the perspective of 
India’s foreign policy and India's sense 
of the situation in Asia, an American 
offer of a similar defense arrangement 
with India to parallel the Pakistan ar¬ 
rangement, intended to offset the 
charge of upsetting the power balance 
in South Asia, was both ill-advised and 
impertinent. Leaders in India could 
read the United States’ offer only as a 

3 This extract is taken from a speech by 
Jawaharlal Nehru given in Parliament on 
February 22, 1954, and is given in full in 
Jawaharlal Nchru*s Speeches, Vol. 3, March 
1953~August 1957 (New Delhi: Ministry 
of Information and Broadcasting, 1958), pp. 
344-46. 
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total misunderstanding, or worse, an in- 
dilTercnce to India’s policy of non-align¬ 
ment and its diplomatic strategy which 
India felt helped to create “conditions 
of peace.” In this case, although India’s 
foreign policy gave a clear indication 
of its probable response to a proposal 
for a defense agreement with the United 
States, the signs were ignored. This 
case provides a useful lesson in the 
dilemmas of international politics. As¬ 
suming mutual understanding of the 
issues involved in a dispute, agreement 
for resolution need not necessarily fol¬ 
low. Indeed, a sharp identification of 
the issues may well make agreement 
less likely, particularly if the probable 
ramifications of alternative solutions 
are rendered explicit. 

Nationalist movements. India’s 
policy has led in the past to a con¬ 
sistent support given to groups aspiring 
for national independence from west¬ 
ern imperial control. On the subcon¬ 
tinent itself, French Indian territory was 
claimed by India and won (de facto) 
after some struggle; France has yet to 
turn over the territories de jure. Simi¬ 
larly, the dispute w'ith Portugal over 
Goa and the rest of Portugue.se India 
continues, based on the principle that 
Portugal improperly holds thousands 
of aspiring Indians in imperial political 
bondage. For the neighboring country 
of Nepal, whenever influence could be 
exercised, it has been in the direction 
of maintaining Nepal’s independence 
and in encouraging internal change that 
would transfer political power to re¬ 
sponsible hands from authoritarian con¬ 
trol. 

Further afield, nationalists in Al¬ 
geria, in Kenya, in Malaya, in the 
Congo, in Angola, in Egypt and in 
many other areas have enjoyed the pub¬ 
lic support of India. On the more 
recent cases, especially after the tem¬ 
pering years of experience in the 
United Nations, India has been some¬ 


what more cautious in supporting na¬ 
tionalist movements in Africa prema¬ 
turely. But the principles of self- 
determination and the national right 
to independence remain firm. 

India has been unwilling, how'ever, 
to apply the “independence” principle 
to the communist world, except in the 
case of Y ugoslavia—a solution that was 
determined by means other than in¬ 
ternal national revolt. The uprisings 
in Poland and the notorious case of 
Hungary tested India’s intentions. 
India was not in these cases willing to 
stretch its policy to help sustain na¬ 
tional strivings behind the communist 
shield. The contrast between the re¬ 
luctant and basically neutral response 
of India to the Soviet Union’s behavior 
in Hungary, and the immediately 
hostile reaction to British, French, and 
Israeli behavior over Suez in 1936 un¬ 
derscore an inconsistency in India’s 
foreign policy that would appear to be 
difficult to explain except in ideological 
or opportunistic terms. India’s official 
reactions to the recent revolts in Tibet 
and to the escape of the Dalai Lama 
from Chinese communist hands also 
were cautious and non-committal, un¬ 
til the Sino-Indian border dispute in¬ 
volving Tibet elevated the national 
interests of India after 1959 to a point 
above the previous general strategy for 
peace relying on a recognition of the 
monolithic character of the communist 
world system. Under the pressures of 
the struggle with Communist China 
over Sino-Indian boundaries in the 
Himalayan region, India has rec¬ 
ognized more clearly the nature and 
substance of 'I'ibetan resistance to Chi¬ 
nese cultural and political absorption. 
The implications supporting the view 
that a communist form of imperialism 
exists—in Asia from China and in 
Europe from the Soviet Union—have 
been made more explicit in public and 
private forums over the past two years. 
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But the legend of imperialism’s being 
uniquely the final stage of capitalism, 
grounded on Lenin’s analysis and 
known to every schoolboy in India, 
dies hard. 

Racial discrimination. For many 
years before independence, Indian lead¬ 
ers objected to discriminations based 
upon race or creed. Mahatma Gandhi 
established his world reputation be¬ 
fore World War 1 by organizing effec¬ 
tive non-violent resistance to such dis¬ 
crimination in South Africa. The 
continuation in South Africa of racial 
policies, and the enactment of per¬ 
manent and legal discrimination in the 
form of apartheid, have led to India’s 
boycott of South Africa and to a break 
in diplomatic relations. The withdrawal 
of South Africa from the Common¬ 
wealth of Nations is in no small part 
due to the adamant stand against 
apartheid taken by India, Pakistan, 
Ghana, and other Afro-Asian Com¬ 
monwealth members, powerfully sup¬ 
ported by Canada. 

South Africa is only the most 
dramatic of the cases of India’s 
involvement in international anti- 
discriminatory policies. Australia’s 
“white” policy, the plight of the negro 
in the United States, the Sinhalese- 
Buddhist attacks upon the rights of the 
minority of Tamil-speaking Hindus in 
Ceylon are three among many other 
cases upon which India more cautiously 
speaks its piece on behalf of equality. 

The United Nations and the Afro- 
Asian group. India’s record in the 
United Nations is far too extensive to 
review here. But the record reveals the 
high importance given to the United 
Nations as an international forum for 
the resolution of conflicts, for the pre¬ 
vention of possible conflicts, and for 
the spreading of mutual understanding 
and cooperation, especially through the 
work of the specialized agencies. I'he 
Kashmir case, first brought to the at¬ 


tention of the United Nations by India 
in late December of 1947, resulted in 
some disillusionment for India, since 
Security Council actions did not coin¬ 
cide with India's wishes. For India, the 
handling of the Kashmir case by the 
United Nations gave a lucid lesson in 
the political operations of the Security 
Council. It is not likely that India will 
again bring a case of the Kashmir sort 
to the United Nations except after the 
most careful of pre-considerations. 

The Afro-Asian consultative con¬ 
ference within the United Nations has 
become a significant force in the Gen¬ 
eral Assembly since its formation in 
1950, especially as the number of 
Afro-Asian member countries increases 
year by year. India and Egypt have 
played leading roles in this group. Al¬ 
though several shades of political out¬ 
look arc encompassed in the bloc, the 
“neutralist” shade is dominant. Par¬ 
tially by means of this informal or¬ 
ganization of states, India has been 
able to advance its “conditions of 
peace” formula in the limiting of mili¬ 
tary defense arrangements in the Afro- 
Asian region, and in gaining United 
Nations membership for potential mem¬ 
bers of the bloc. The power of this 
grouping has been shown in the steady 
rise in the proportion of states willing 
to vote for the admission of Communist 
China to the United Nations. 

Circles of interest 

Pakistan. India’s foreign policy be¬ 
gins and ends with neighboring 
Pakistan. Partition was the conse¬ 
quence of bloodshed, arson, rape, 
abduction, tremendous losses of prop¬ 
erty, the transfer of populations to the 
extent of twelve millions, plus general 
ill will of a virulent and lasting variety. 
India's conciliatory and generous ap¬ 
proach to more distant problems has 
not been applied to Pakistan, perhaps 
for understandable reasons. 



India’s foreign policy 


307 


Now that a decade and a half has 
passed since partition, functional tics 
between the two countries in transporta¬ 
tion, communications, exchange of per¬ 
sons, commerce, and culture have been 
restored to a large degree. Piecemeal, 
many of the thorny differences over 
trade, boundary disputes, and the like 
have been settled. Even the refugee 
problem is much reduced in both coun¬ 
tries. With the help of the International 
Bank, a spectacular technological 
achievement has been made in settling 
the Indus Valley (canal waters) dispute 
for the mutual benefit of both coun¬ 
tries. 

The Kashmir case, however, remains 
as the stark .symbol of past differences 
and deep antagonisms. The case is too 
complex to detail in this accounting. 
In sum, each country presents its view 
from different premises; Pakistan—that 
possession of the territory, 77 per cent 
Muslim in 1941, should be .settled by 
a plebiscite, as recommended by the 
United Nations; India—that the State 
of Jammu and Kashmir is an integral 
part of India by reason of the accession 
agreement of 1947, and that referral to 
the people already has taken place dur¬ 
ing elections conducted legally in the 
State. 

The case has not advanced a step 
towards solution over the years, except 
that time has tended to stabilize India’s 
possession of the larger part of the 
area, which in turn has resulted in 
authoritarian techniques of rule in 
Jammu and Kashmir to squash opinions 
favoring either Pakistan’s stand or a 
desire for Kashmiri independence from 
India and Pakistan. Azad (Free) 
Kashmir on Pakistan’s side is equally 
disturbed and ruled with a hard hand. 

Solutions arc feasible: (1) ceding the 
territory in whole to one party or the 
other; (2) agreement on the status quo; 
(3) repartitioning by agreement; (4) 
partition plus a plebiscite in the Vale 


of Kashmir; (5) condominium .status, 
supported by India and Pakistan; (6) 
independence; or variations on these 
themes. But solutions have been barred 
to date because India sees in Kashmir 
not only an important link to its na¬ 
tional security line and its economy, 
but also a majority-Muslim area that 
tends to justify India’s secular politi¬ 
cal philosophy; Pakistan, in turn, secs 
the security advantages of Kashmir, 
plus a majority-Muslim area of some 
economic value contiguous to Pakistan 
that should, under the principles of 
partition, have come to Islamic Paki¬ 
stan. Security, political, and economic 
issues here intertwine with religious 
and prestige considerations; a deadly 
combination. Only initiative from India 
can resolve the deadlock, since India 
controls the richest, largest, most popu¬ 
lous core of the territory. Such initiative 
has not been forthcoming. This re¬ 
luctance to move undoubtedly has re¬ 
duced the effectiveness of India’s 
general policies on world affairs. In fair¬ 
ness it .should be said that India's re¬ 
luctance to take initiative in part stems 
from the inability or unwillingness ex¬ 
hibited by many world powers to try 
to understand the enormous complexi¬ 
ties of the case, and to comprehend the 
position of India. The basically com 
munal argument of Pakistan has con¬ 
vinced the majority of impatient ears, 
since that case is much easier to present. 
Only one willing to dig deeply will ever 
understand the Indian case. And even 
when one understands, it is possible 
to disagree with India’s solutions. 

China. India was one of the first 
to recognize the People's Republic of 
China in 1949, and has worked for its 
recognition elsewhere and for Commu¬ 
nist China’s membership in the United 
Nations from the start. Under the Am¬ 
bassadorship of K. M. Panikkar, India 
developed a policy of friendship to¬ 
wards the “New China” based upon a 
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large nation’s shrewd respect for a 
more powerful neighbor. India’s was a 
strategy of functional and cultural in¬ 
volvement. Rather than allow China to 
become isolated and thus be ever more 
closely tied to power interrelationships 
with the Soviet Union, India hoped to 
see a China that would be at least as 
Asian as it was Communist; the more 
of the former the better. 

In the process of building these re¬ 
lationships, India withstood many an 
affront: first over Tibet; then over 
trading rights; and finally over Indian 
territory itself. 

Since at least 1957, China has laid 
positive claim to over 50,000 square 
miles of India-claimed lands in Ladakh, 
in the North East Frontier Agency, 
and elsewhere along the Himalayan 
frontier. China moreover actually has 
occupied some of this territory, includ¬ 
ing large segments in the Ladakhi sec¬ 
tor of Kashmir. When these maneuvers 
were announced in Parliament in 1959, 
an uproar unprecedented on matters 
of foreign affairs, other than disputes 
involving Pakistan, arose in India. The 
fact that Parliament was kept in the 
dark for so long on a matter of national 
concern also led to an unusually heated 
and extended debate, the end of which 
is not yet in sight. 

Others. Beyond Pakistan and 
China, India’s interests intersect with 
the safeguarding of Nepal, Sikkim, and 
Bhutan as integral parts of the sub¬ 
continental security line. To the north¬ 
west, Afghanistan is given special at¬ 
tention because of the proximity of the 
Soviet Union; to the south with Ceylon, 
and to the southeast with Burma, Ma¬ 
laya, Singapore, and Indonesia, rela¬ 
tions are mutually supportive of non- 
alignment and “neutralist” policies. 
Members of SEATO are less cordially 
viewed, and Taiwan, officially, is ig¬ 
nored. Japan increasingly is of special 
interest to India as more detailed 


knowledge of Japan is accumulated, 
but the cultures clash, as do policic; 
in international relations. The Philip¬ 
pines remains a curiosity and largely 
a mystery to most of India, even to 
those well informed. 

India's relations with the Soviet 
Union and with the United States have 
been cordial and testy alternately, in 
both cases in terms of “Cold War” 
pressures that have tended to make 
India suspicious of any proposal com¬ 
ing from cither side. Recently, as eco¬ 
nomic aid and technical assistance have 
predominated over ideological wooing, 
and as evidence of the United States’ 
massive aid and general goodwill has 
.shown it to be genuine, some shift of 
the balance to the United States’ favor 
has occurred. The main lines of India’s 
relations with the Soviet Union and the 
United States are well-known to news¬ 
paper readers, and will not be repeated 
here. 

The Commonwealth of Nations is 
another of India’s links around the 
world. Especially as an easy means for 
maintaining close relations with Great 
Britain, but also as a comfortable and 
noncommittal way for keeping in¬ 
formed on the affairs of old Common¬ 
wealth friends and new members from 
Asia and Africa, the Commonwealth 
is useful to India. At first the sterling 
balances held in London to India’s 
credit, and the consultative facilities in 
London, were the most valuable assets 
of Commonwealth membership. Now 
India, rapidly taking on the status of 
an old constituent, is in a position to 
lead in discussions and to use the Com¬ 
monwealth as a closed forum in the 
interests of the Indian outlook on world 
affairs. But one should not overempha¬ 
size the Commonwealth tie. For India, 
the Commonwealth is a connection, not 
the connection above all others. The 
Commonwealth nevertheless does pro¬ 
vide exclusive and club-like contacts 
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with Canada, with New Zealand and 
Australia, and with the many members 
in Afro-Asia. 

Relations witli western luirope, es¬ 
pecially branee. West (iermany, Italy, 
and the Scandinavian countries, tend 
to be commercial and cultural, except 
as colonial issues arise. Latin America, 
to all but a lew in India, constitutes a 
distant mystery of no great significance, 
except when votes are takeit in the 
United Nations. 

Panch Shila 

Punch ShiUi, or the “Five Principles” 
of India's diplomacy, were first incor¬ 
porated in the “Communique on the 
Trade and Intercourse Agreement be¬ 
tween India and China” issued in Pe¬ 
king on April 29, 1954.' This com¬ 
munique put forward the principles as 
follows; 

Both parties agreed to negotiate on the 
ba.sis of the principles of fl] mutual re¬ 
spect for each other's territorial integrity 
and sovereignty, [2] mutual non-aggres¬ 
sion, f3J mutual non-interference in each 
other’s internal affairs, |41 equality and 
mutual benefit, and [.‘'| peaceful co-exist¬ 
ence. 

Since the signing of the 1954 agree¬ 
ment, India has signed similar agree¬ 
ments with a good many of the coun¬ 
tries of Asia. The hope was that prom¬ 
ises to respect one another's territory 
and national aspirations would tend to 
strengthen over time the likelihood of 
peace. The outbreak of conflicts be¬ 
tween “Panch Shila” nations, especially 
when the scope is broadened to include 
the seven-point adaptation affirmed 
during the Bandung Conference in 

^ The full text will be found in Foreign 
Policy of India: Texts of Documents, 1947- 
1958 (New Delhi: Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
1958), pp. 87-93. 


1955, were disappointing lo India. The 
demand of China in 1957 for substan¬ 
tial segments of territory occupied and 
claimed by India seems to have dealt a 
devastating blow lo Ibc Panch Shtta 
ideal. One hears little of it today. 

International trade and 
economic aid 

India’s economic problem is lo raise the 
living standards of India substantially 
in as short a time as possible, with lim¬ 
ited material and excessive human re¬ 
sources. Customs, tariff, taxation, and 
import-export rules are closely calcu¬ 
lated to encourage industrialization at 
home, to discourage or prohibit im¬ 
ports, to extend the exploitation of 
natural resources domestically and to 
decrease their import, and at the .same 
time to increase exports of all kinds. 
Here a favorable balance of trade is 
the object. 

But the fact is that India can go only 
so far in “bootstrap” economic growth. 
Savings are relatively modest, and in 
any event are inadequate for needed 
investment; goods and services in large 
amounts arc needed from hard cur¬ 
rency countries, especially the United 
Stales; food is needed to fill needs in 
the transition to self-sufficiency. For 
the Third Five Year Plan (1961- 
1966), for example, six billion dollars 
in external aid is needed to meet the 
minimum goals. 

Thus India’s international economic 
policy is directed not so much at the 
regulation of home markets, in and 
out, as at the gaining of economic aid 
from abroad in massive amounts. 

The United States has been the 
greatest subscriber to India’s economic 
needs since 1947. Aid, as loans and 
grants, so far exceeds four billion dol¬ 
lars, whereas the Soviet Union has 
loaned less than a quarter of this 
amount. The United States is expected 
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to guarantee more in the future^ tis is 
the Soviet Union, In addition. Great 

Britain, Canada, WtsY Germany, and 
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tivc search for individual liberty and 
national freedom. India’s foreign pol 
icy, as its leaders see it, is devised to 
serve these ideals of national life. 


Japan, to name a few, have contributed 
a good deal as wclJ.^' 

SUMMARY 

The foreign policy of India has devel¬ 
oped three main themes which inter¬ 
relate: 

1. The policy of non-alignment, to 
obviate involvement in military or po¬ 
litical commitments, thus permitting 
the deciding of each issue on its intrin¬ 
sic merits as it arises. 

2. The policy of positive neutral¬ 
ism, as a technique for unrestricted 
cultural and personal interrelationships 
on a global basis, thus opening op¬ 
portunities for extending the “area of 
peace” by all legitimate means. 

3. The policy of national self-inter¬ 
est, to assure the security of the coun¬ 
try and the social and economic well¬ 
being of its citizens. 

Non-alignment provides the inde¬ 
pendent status that in turn makes posi¬ 
tive neutralism possible; the first two 
policies seem best calculated, in an in¬ 
terdependent world, to satisfy the na¬ 
tional goals of the third and crucial 
policy. 

The political aspirations of India 
rest firmly upon the democratic base 
of Parliamentary and party govern¬ 
ment, on adult suffrage, on the rule 
of law, on resppnsible administrative 
and military services, and on the posi- 

^ For an analytical treatment of economic 
aid to India and to the rest of Southern 
Asia, see Charles Wolf, Jr., Foreign Aid: 
Theory and Practice in Southern Asia 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1960). 
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Foroila Folic; of Hozico 


Two fundamental forces have come 
to be central to both the domestic poli¬ 
tics and the foreign policy of Mexico 
during the twentieth century. The first 
of these forces is the Mexican Revolu¬ 
tion, which began in 1910. The second 
is the rapid, even spectacular, economic 
development which has been afoot in 
the country since World War II. 
Together these forces 
have given course and 
character not only to the 
country’s internal poli¬ 
tics, but also to its rela¬ 
tions with the rest of Latin 
America, with Western 
Europe, with the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Re¬ 
publics, and with the 
United States. 

THE REVOLUTION 

In 1910 Francisco Ignacio Madcro, a 
curiously quixotic lawyer, launched a 
rebellion that in the following year 
brought down the government of Gen¬ 
eral Porfirio Diaz, who had ruled Mex¬ 
ico since the 1870’s. Madero’s action 
inaugurated a generation of turmoil 
and reconstruction. This Revolution— 
the celebrated “wind that swept Mex¬ 


ico”—has flavored most things Mexi¬ 
can during the twentieth century. 

So-called “revolutions” are, of 
course, frequent in Latin America. The 
bulk of these, however, are not genuine 
revolutions in the sense of bringing 
with them profound and thoroughgoing 
changes in the social and political 
structure of the states affected. But 
the Mexican Revolution 
stands apart. It has been 
as genuine a revolution as 
that which struck France 
in the eighteenth century 
or Russia less than a de¬ 
cade after the fall of 
Diaz. Although its initial 
goals were more limited, 
the Mexican Revolution 
came to constitute a frontal attack 
upon fundamental problems—such as 
land tenure, the temporal position of 
the Roman Catholic Church, the situ¬ 
ation of the lower classes, and foreign 
economic influence in the country— 
that have historically troubled not only 
Mexico but also much of the rest of 
Latin America. 

The Revolution’s approach to the 
land question finds its antecedents in 
a century-long history of domestic 
struggle in Mexico. The Spaniards who 
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conquered and colonized the country 
brought with them the quasi-feudal pat¬ 
tern of land tenure they had known at 
home. Throughout most of Mexico's 
subsequent history the country’s econ¬ 
omy was characterized by huge landed 
estates held by a small landowning 
aristocracy, with much of the rural 
population living and working on these 
estates in conditions reminiscent of the 
serfdom of medieval Europe. Some at¬ 
tempts at land reform had been made 
in Mexico before the Revolution, to 
be sure; the most notable of these oc¬ 
curred in the middle of the nineteenth 
century, when the “War of Reform” 
brought the remarkable Benito Juarez 
to power. With the passing of Juarez 
and the “War of Reform,” however, 
the small landowning aristocracy re¬ 
sumed its role in the pattern of land 
tenure. Indeed, it has been estimated 
that in 1910, on the eve of the Revolu¬ 
tion, about 1 per cent of the popula¬ 
tion owned approximately 70 per cent 
of the land surface of Mexico. 

The Revolution was committed to, 
and has achieved, a basic change in the 
pattern of land ownership. Dedicated 
to the proposition that the large landed 
estates must be reduced, the Revolution 
has introduced two other land systems 
which are held to be mutually com¬ 
patible. The first of these is designed to 
create a large group of individual own¬ 
ers of small parcels of land. The second 
is the ejido system, intended to deliver 
collectively owned lands to rural com¬ 
munities. Particularly in the early years 
of the Revolution, Mexico sought a 
solution to its historic land problem 
through these devices, notably the ejido 
system. 

The place of the Roman Catholic 
Church in the temporal life of Mexico 
was a second historic problem chal¬ 
lenged by the Revolution. Traditionally, 
the Church had played a dominant 


role in the affairs of this overwhelm¬ 
ingly Catholic country. The Church had 
at first brought formal education to 
Mexico, then stayed to monopolize its 
administration. Closely associated with 
the state in colonial days, the Church 
remained an arm of gt)vernnient after 
the achievement of Mexico’s national 
independence in the 182()’s. Against 
an historic background of frequent 
unions of Church and State, the Church 
had come, in the years before the 
Revolution, to be one of the major 
landowners in Mexico. 

In the wake of the Revolution, the 
Church has been disestablished and 
placed in a weakened position. It has 
been deprived of much of the land it 
had acquired before the Revolution, 
and Church officials are forbidden to 
vote or to present themselves as candi¬ 
dates for public office. In short, much 
of the Revolution is distinctively 
anticlerical in nature. 

The Revolution has, further, sought 
a redefinition of the place of the lower 
classes in the national life of the 
country. Historically, Mexico’s class 
system has been made up of three 
rigidly separated groups, with interac¬ 
tion among them being held to a mini¬ 
mum. The small upper class, variously 
known as creoles or “whites,” had long 
dominated the political and economic 
life of the nation, excluding from effec¬ 
tive participation the two lower groups, 
the mestizos and the Indians. The 
Revolution has sought a new national 
role for these classes. A part of the 
answer is to be found in the ejido sys¬ 
tem, but the land issue is only a part 
of Revolutionary Mexico’s handling of 
the Indians and mestizos. Illiteracy is 
fought by the Revolution, which has 
likewise endeavored to preside over a 
somewhat engineered renaissance of 
Indian culture. An attempt has been 
made with some success to destroy the 
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older class system with a view to multi¬ 
plying the opportunities available to 
the lower classes of the country. 

And then there was the “foreign im¬ 
perialist,” another historic problem f(>r 
Mexico. Particularly during the regime 
of Porfirio Diaz (1876-1011), foreign 
capital, especially from the United 
States, was encouraged to enter Mexico 
on a large scale and to develop and 
exploit its natural resourecs. Oil was 
the most important and the most 
dramatic of the sectors of Mexico’s 
economy thus affected, but there were 
others, notably transportation, com¬ 
munication, and electrical energy. In 
rejecting the Diaz approach to foreign 
capital, the Revolution has endeavored 
to reduce outside economic influences 
in the affairs of Mexico. Restrictions 
and limitations have been placed upon 
the ability of foreigners to acquire most 
types of property in the country, with 
United States interests being primarily 
affected by these measures. Expropria¬ 
tion and other steps of the Revolution 
have deprived foreigners of their hold¬ 
ings in such areas of the Mexican 
economy as oil, land, and transporta¬ 
tion. Foreigners attempting to do busi¬ 
ness in Revolutionary Mexico fre¬ 
quently find themselves discriminated 
against by the pattern of the laws. 

Students of the process of revolution 
have advanced the hypothesis that all 
major revolutions experience a com¬ 
mon set of steps or stages. Attempts 
to test this hypothesis have thus far 
been largely restricted to research on 
the French and Russian revolutions.^ 
The terminology of the French Revo¬ 
lution has given a name—“Thermidor” 
—to what is held to be one of the later 

^ Sec Crane Brinton, The Anatomy of 
Revolution (New York: W. W. Norton, 
19.18), and l.yford P. Edwards, The Natural 
History of Revolution (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1927). 


stages experienced by all profound 
revolutions. 

Insofar as this hypothesis is valid, the 
Mexican Revolution may well have 
entered the stage of Thermidor in the 
early I940’s. Thermidor is the time 
of the cooling off of revolutionary 
ardor, the stage in which the ideals of 
the revolution become impure, the 
phase in which its ideology accepts 
compromises. In this sense, the last 
“pure” President of Revolutionary 
Mexico was Lazaro Cardenas (1934- 
1940). During subsequent administra¬ 
tions the Revolution has fended to cool 
down, its ardor has subsided, its pro¬ 
grams have tapered off. its leaders have 
become more willing to make com¬ 
promises of its principles. With Revolu¬ 
tionary Mexico at the stage of Ther¬ 
midor, land reform has lost its fire and 
ejulal programs are pushed iess vigor¬ 
ously than previously; the Revolu¬ 
tionary party’s presidential candidate * 
can be elected after telling an anticleri¬ 
cal Revolution that he is a Catholic; 
it becomes easier to look down one's 
nose at the Indian once more; and a 
man who collaborated with the foreign 
invaders, the “Yankees,” may head the 
Revolutionary party and be elected 
President.® 

Thermidor is, no doubt, a subtle 
and sensitive proposition. It means a 
species of compromise on the principles 
of the Revolution, but it docs not 
signify their rejection. Mexico in Ther¬ 
midor has compromised on. but cannot 
reject, the Revolution. And it is this 
Revolution—Thermidor and all—that 
underlies contemporary Mexican na¬ 
tional life. This condition lies central to 
Mexico’s foreign policy, whether the 

Miguel Aleman, who was President of 
Mexico from 1946 to 19.S2. 

3 President Adolfo Ruiz Cortincs (1952- 
58) aided the United States forces during 
their occupation of Vera Cruz. 
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issue at hand be relations with other 
Latin-American states, with western 
Europe, with the Soviet Union, or with 
the United States. 


ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Moreover, Thermidor has coincided 
with a remarkable stage in the eco¬ 
nomic development of Mexico. Econo¬ 
mists are by no means in agreement 
on the question of whether the eco¬ 
nomic growth of underdeveloped areas 
can validly be charted in terms of 
steps and stages. Among those who 
believe such a formulation to be 
possible is W. VV. Rostow, who has 
traced at least five stages in the eco¬ 
nomic growth of a given society. These 
are the traditional stage, the period 
of preconditions, the “take-off,” the 
stage of self-sustained growth, and the 
period of the mature economy.^ 

Since the late 1940’s, Mexico’s eco¬ 
nomic growth has been in the stage 
referred to as “take-off.” This is the 
phase in which economic change is 
particularly rapid. With the coming of 
“take-off,” change appears to be ir¬ 
resistible. Indeed, change at this point 
seems to be the chief characteristic and 
the main preoccupation of the society. 
The “take-off” has been defined as “the 
interval during which the rate of in¬ 
vestment increases in such a way that 
the real output per capita rises and 
this initial increase carries with it radi¬ 
cal changes in production techniques 

* W. W. Rostow’s leading writings on these 
stages are The Process of Economic Growth 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1953); 
“Trends in the Allocation of Resources in 
Secular Growth,” in Leon H. Dupriez (ed.). 
Economic Progress (Louvain: Institut dc 
Recberches Economiques et Sociales, 1955); 
“The Take-off into Self-Sustained Growth,” 
The Economic Journal (March, 1956), pp. 
25-48; and The Stages of Economic Growth 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 
1960). 


and the disposition of income flows 
which perpetuate the new scale of in¬ 
vestment and perpetuate thereby the 
rising trend in per capita output.” ® 
This is not the place for an examination 
of the technical economics of “take¬ 
off.” Suffice it to .say that it is a phase, 
largely economic in character, of deci¬ 
sive transformation, and that change 
is more rapid during this stage than 
during other phases of economic 
growth. Mid-twenticth-century Mexico 
is in “take-off.” 

It is a curious characteristic of the 
politics of “take-off” that countries in 
this stage tend to have what have been 
called “dominant non-dictatorial” po¬ 
litical parties. These, frequently com¬ 
prehensive and nationalist, resemble 
one-party systems in that the dominant 
parties are not seriously challenged by 
rival political organizations, but differ 
from dictatorial systems in that other 
political parties may and do exist legally 
in addition to the “dominant” ones.® 
Mexico’s governing Party of Revolu¬ 
tionary Institutions (PRI ’'), formed in 
the 1920’s, is such a “dominant non- 
dictatorial” party. Although other 
Mexican parties exist, only the PRI 
wins most elections and controls the 
overwhelming majority of the officials 
of the executive, and of the members 
of the legislative branches of the coun¬ 
try’s national government. 

The “dominant non-dictatorial” 
party is, of course, a governing elite. 
Conventional elite analysis typically 
holds that governing groups normally 

® Rostow, “The Take-off into Self-Sus¬ 
tained Growth,” p. 25. 

^ See G. A. Almond and J. S. Coleman 
(eds.), The Politics of the Developing Areas 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
I960), pp. 40-41, 114, 188, 286-94, 295, 
397-98, 479-81. 

t After the initial letters of Partido Revo- 
lucionario Institucional. The literal transla¬ 
tion of this is “Institutional Revolutionary 
Party,” but the freer rendition used in the 
above text is more meaningful in English. 
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resist change likely to displace them 
from their ruling positions. Yet the 
controlling elite of “take-off” is dedi¬ 
cated to change and encourages it. The 
clear and sometimes passionate devo¬ 
tion of the PRI leadership to change 
is inescapable. The traditional con¬ 
ception of a ruling elite struggling to 
preserve the status quo is curiously 
irrelevant to the governing groups of 
Revolutionary Mexico. Born of revolu¬ 
tion. the PRI in Thermic! >!• .'cmains 
committed to change. Deeply and even 
intolerantly devoted to economic de¬ 
velopment and political modernization, 
the PRI is dedicated to an impressive 
drive toward the industrialization of 
Mexico.’’ 't hus oriented, this “dominant 
non-dictatorial” party has come to rep¬ 
resent those poli'ical groups which gain 
in strength as the country's economic 
development proceeds. Especially im¬ 
portant among these interest groups are 
the Confederation of Mexican Workers 
(CTM'O, the urbanized “middle sec¬ 
tors”—identiiicd as “politically ambi¬ 
tious middle groups” active in com¬ 
merce and developing industry —and 
other newly emerging industrializing 
and entrepreneurial groups. Revolu¬ 
tionary Mexico thus remains com¬ 
mitted to change, but in Thermidor this 
commitment has acquired a heavy stake 
in sufficiently orderly change to pro¬ 
mote Mexico’s continued rapid eco¬ 
nomic development. 

ORGANIZATION FOR THE CONDUCT 
OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

In examining the institutional context 
in which Mexican foreign policy is 

** See Robert E. Scott, Mexican Govern¬ 
ment in Transition (Urbana: University of 
Illinois. 1959). 

>' After the initial letters of Confederacidn 
de Trabajadores Mexicanos, 

John J. Johnson, Political Change in 
Latin America: The Emergence of the Mid¬ 
dle Sectors (Stanford: Stanford University 
Press, 1958), p. vii and passim. 


conducted it should be noted that, as 
in the cases of most of the other coun¬ 
tries of Latin America, the constitu¬ 
tional system of Mexico has been 
strongly influenced by that of the 
United States. Many of the arrange¬ 
ments, agencies, and practices of her 
northern neighbor have their counter¬ 
parts in the Mexican .system. 

The national history of Mexico is 
characterized by, among other things, 
frequent periods of domestic turbulence 
and political instability. Constitutions 
arc occasionally among the casualties 
of these disturbances. Mexico’s present 
Revolutionary Constitution of 1917 is 
a product of the Revolution. 'Thus, as 
compared with that of the United 
States, the Mexican Constitution is of 
quite recent vintage. Compared, how¬ 
ever, with the basic laws of the other 
Latin-American states, where political 
instability is also a severe problem, the 
Mexican document enjoys considera¬ 
ble seniority. Of those 19 other coun¬ 
tries, only Argentina and Colombia cur¬ 
rently maintain constitutions antedat¬ 
ing Mexico's. 

Like most of its predecessors, the 
Revolutionary Constitution of 1917 
provides for a presidential system 
somewhat resembling that of its United 
States model, characterized by a separa¬ 
tion of powers on the national level 
among executive, legislative, and judi¬ 
cial branches of government.^^ The 
chief responsibility for the conduct of 
Mexican foreign affairs is the execu¬ 
tive’s under the Constitution; the legis¬ 
lative branch plays a more limited role 
in this field, while the international 
function of the Mexican judiciary is 
quite small. 

The President of Mexico, who is 
elected for a six-year term, is normally 
the most powerful single individual in 

Mexico ha.s twice—once in 1822—23 and 
again in 1864-67—experimented with mon¬ 
archy. Both episodes are generally con¬ 
sidered to have been failures. 
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the determination of the country’s for¬ 
eign policy. Two chief considerations 
—one constitutional and the other po¬ 
litical—underlie this condition. Con¬ 
stitutionally, the major powers relating 
to foreign affairs are the President's. He 
is responsible for the country's diplo¬ 
matic negotiations with other states, 
and he is empowered to suspend the 
Constitution in the event of invasion. 
He is authorized to banish from Mexico, 
without previous trial, any foreign na¬ 
tionals whose presence he considers 
dangerous to the country. The Presi¬ 
dent appoints his Secretary of Foreign 
Affairs and all members of Mexico’s 
diplomatic and consular corps. Further, 
the President is Commander in Chief 
of the nation’s armed services, and ap¬ 
points their higher-ranking officers. 

Politically, the President is usually a 
stronger figure than even these con¬ 
stitutional provisions suggest. The 
Mexican political tradition has histori¬ 
cally involved a strong executive, and 
many areas of national life have long 
been conditioned to seek his favor 
and do his bidding. The country’s 
history is replete with instances of 
dictatorship; Mexicans have become 
accustomed to expect their presidents 
to be strong men. Further—and this 
is also true elsewhere in Latin America 
—militarism has long been a key 
feature of Mexican political life. The 
armed services are among the more 
powerful political groups in the country, 
and—^with only four exceptions —all 
of Mexico’s presidents have been army 
officers who found their way to office 
through their influence in, or over, the 
military. Organizational behavior in the 
Mexican executive branch frequently 
resembles military command patterns 
despite the constitutional proposition 

12 Francisco Ignacio Madero (1911-13); 
Miguel Aleman (1946-52); Adolfo Ruiz 
Cortines (1952-1958), and Adolfo Lopez 
Mateos (1958- ). 


that government is theoretically a 
civilian function. 

Some ramifications of this are ob¬ 
vious. Thus, although the Mexican 
resembles the United States constitu¬ 
tional stipulation that the President is 
Commander in Chief of the armed 
forces, in Mexico this is normally 
much more literally and directly true 
than in the case of the northern re¬ 
public. Again, the Mexican President’s 
power to appoint the higher-ranking 
officers of the military is more than a 
constitutional formality. Finally, any 
discussion of the power of the Presi¬ 
dent of Mexico is unrealistic if it fails 
to take the PRI into account. This 
governing party wins most elections 
and controls the overwhelming majority 
of the officials of the executive, and 
of the members of the legislative 
branches of the national government 
of Mexico. The role of the President 
in the leadership of the PRI varies 
somewhat from administration to ad¬ 
ministration. Sometimes he is rec¬ 
ognized as the leader of the party. 
When this is not the case, he is at least 
a part of the PRI leadership. Thus the 
President of Mexico, for both constitu¬ 
tional and political reasons, emerges as 
a powerful political figure; foreign rela¬ 
tions is but one of the areas of public 
affairs reflecting this condition. 

Again resembling the prototype in 
the United States, the Mexican Presi¬ 
dent is assisted by a Cabinet. In the 
southern republic this institution is 
composed of eleven members, all of 
whom arc appointed by the President 
to administer executive departments, 
called “secretariats” in Mexico. One of 
these is the Secretariat of Foreign Af¬ 
fairs, the chief of which acts as the 
President’s agent and lieutenant in the 
conduct of foreign policy. The Secre¬ 
tary of Foreign Affairs directs the secre¬ 
tariat, administers the country’s diplo¬ 
matic and consular corps, and advises 
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the President on international matters. 

Normally, the Secretary of Foreign 
Affairs is a major political figure in 
his own right. In terms of the pattern 
of domestic Mexican politics, two— 
Foreign Affairs and Interior—of the 
eleven Cabinet posts are normally more 
crucial than the rest. These two secre¬ 
taries are frequently influential in the 
PRI leadership. Often, to Secretary 
of Interior or Foreign Affa’ s is to be 
groomed for the presidency oi the re¬ 
public. Thus the Secretary of Foreign 
Affairs is often popularly regarded— 
albeit sometimes inaccurately—as the 
next President of Mexico. 

Politically, then, the executive 
branch—particularly the President and 
his Secretary of Foreign Affairs—is 
even more critically important in the 
determination of Mexican foreign 
policy than the provisions of the 
Revolutionary Constitution of 1917 
would suggest. This is in sharp con¬ 
trast to the situation in the case of 
the legislative branch. Here the po¬ 
litical pattern operates to reduce the 
foreign-relations powers of Congress 
to a measurably lesser role than a 
literal reading of the Constitution 
would seem to indicate. 

The Mexican Congress—here again 
the constitutional influence of the 
United States is striking—is bicameral. 
I'he lower house is known as the 
Chamber of Deputies, and the second 
chamber as the Senate. The major 
constitutional functions of Congress 
relating to international affairs appear 
on their face to be impressive. The 
Mexican national legislature, for ex¬ 
ample, has the sole authority to declare 
war. Also, the power to admit new 
states and territories to the Mexican 
union is the legislators’. Further, Con¬ 
gress is empowered to create and main¬ 
tain the armed forces, to establish rules 
for the regulation of the diplomatic and 
consular corps, to contribute to the 


definition of the legal status of foreign 
nationals in the country, and to estab¬ 
lish the terms under which the Presi¬ 
dent may negotiate loans on the credit 
of Mexico. Congress, of course, en¬ 
acts tariff legislation. In addition, the 
Senate ratifies treaties and approves 
presidential appointments of the Secre¬ 
tary of Foreign Affairs and (jf members 
of the diplomatic and consular corps. 
Senatorial authorization is required to 
send Mexican troops outside the coun¬ 
try. and the Senate's approval vs also 
a prerequisite to the peaceful passage 
of foreign troops through Mexican terri¬ 
tory. Foreign-relations and military- 
affairs committees are maintained by 
both the Chamber of Deputies and the 
Senate. 

If it be assumed that the above, or 
some of them, might be crucial powers 
in certain types of international situa¬ 
tions in which Mexico might become 
involved, a question still remains as 
to the extent to which Congress 
actually possesses independent discre¬ 
tion in the exercise of its constitutional 
functions. This question leads down 
two paths. The first is that of tradition; 
Mexican legislatures have historically 
been weak vis-a-vis the executive and 
the military. The second path stops at 
the door of the PRI. The two houses of 
Congress have a combined membership 
of 215 Deputies and Senators. Situa¬ 
tions. of course, differ from election 
to election, but it rarely happens that 
fewer than 200 of the national legisla¬ 
tors arc members of the PRI. Little 
is as yet known by political scientists 
of the nature of party discipline within 
the PRI. It can be said, however, that 
since the establishment of the party 
in 1929 there have been no major 
instances of legislative revolt against 
the PRI leadership. 

A further word may be in order 
with respect to the direction of the 
party. Founded by President Plutarco 
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EKas Calles, the PRP® in its early 
years was essentially under the one- 
man leadership of the President of the 
Republic. This was especially true dur¬ 
ing the administrations of Presidents 
Calles (1924-1928) and Lazaro 
Cardenas (1934-1940). Although the 
Revolutionary Constitution of 1917 
prohibits the re-election of the Presi¬ 
dent, both Calles and Cardenas re¬ 
mained politically powerful after the 
expiration of their terms of office. In 
a real sense, ex-President Calles domi¬ 
nated the government party until 1934. 
Cardenas was the central leader of 
the party not only during his presidency 
but also for some years after. Although 
he never became the powerful “boss” 
that Calles had been, Cardenas re¬ 
mained a strong figure for more than 
20 years after relinquishing the presi¬ 
dency. 

Thus, none of the presidents since 
Cdrdenas have held as much power 
in the PRI as had he or Calles; indeed, 
post-1940 Mexican presidents have 
been characterized as relatively weak 
executives. During this period, basic 
power within the PRI has moved pro¬ 
gressively into the hands of a central 
executive committee, composed in 
significant part of military men, some 
of whom had seen action in the Revolu¬ 
tion. Ex-President Cardenas sits with 
this group as a species of elder states¬ 
man. His party role since 1940 is some¬ 
what reminiscent of, but not so power¬ 
ful as, that played by Ex-President 
Calles from 1928 to 1934. Where 
Calles had been an active policy-deter- 

13 Initially known as the National Revolu¬ 
tionary Party (PNR), the name was changed 
to Mexican Revolutionary Party (PRM) be¬ 
fore the PRI acquired its present designation 
in a party reorganization of 1945. 

ii The subsequent Presidents have been 
Manuel Avila Camacho (1940-46), Miguel 
Alemin (1946-52), Adolf Ruiz Cortines 
(1952-58), and Adolfo Ldpez Mateos since 
1958. 


mining leader, Cardenas has preferred 
to perform more of what might be 
characterized as a veto function. PRI 
policies arc initiated and, for the most 
part, decided by the central committee 
on a collective basis. Cardenas is fre¬ 
quently consulted by the committee, 
which rarely makes a decision it be¬ 
lieves him to oppose. Thus the role of 
Cardenas is the largely passive one of 
veto-wielder rather than that of active 
leader, as in the earlier case of Calles. 

In view of the traditionally strong 
place of the executive in Mexican po¬ 
litical life, and the fact that it was that 
branch of government around which 
the PRI was originally formed and 
through which men like Calles and 
Cardenas rose to power, the PRI has 
tended to focus its attention upon the 
presidency. Thus, whether or not the 
President at any given time is an in¬ 
fluential PRI leader, party control of 
his office is a “must” in Mexican 
politics. With the executive and the 
legislative branches of government 
sensitively responsive to the PRI, dc- 
cision-making in many fields, including 
foreign policy, is concentrated upon 
the presidency, with the Congress exer¬ 
cising little independent discretion, 
constitutional permission to the con¬ 
trary notwithstanding. 

The Mexican judiciary has at best 
a minor part in foreign policy. This is, 
for the most part, jurisdiction over 
those cases in international law which 
happen, for one reason or another, to 
fall to Mexican courts. Where this oc¬ 
curs, it is worth bearing in mind that 
Mexico is a Roman or code-law coun¬ 
try, where the chief function of the 
judiciary is the application of relatively 
comprehensive legal codes laid down 
by the legislature. 

Thus, the structure and operation of 
the Mexican government is such that 
the major policy-determining powers 
in the field of foreign affairs lie with 
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the executive branch, the primary re¬ 
sponsibility falling upon the President 
and his Secretary of Foreign Affairs, 
provided normally that their actions 
have the approval of the leadership of 
the PRI. 

MEXICO AND LATIN AMERICA 

A cardinal feature of contemporary 
Mexico’s foreign policy is li'.e circum¬ 
stance that in a real sense I'ic country 
functions as a diplomatic leader in a 
large part of the Latin-American com¬ 
munity. Five major considerations arc 
involved in Mexico’s position as an in¬ 
ter-American diplomatic leader, and 
each of these is worth exploring. 

First, there is the ever-present 
Revolution, which has markedly in¬ 
creased Mexico s stature in the Latin- 
American community. Emilio Portes 
Gil, who was President of Mexico in 
the late 1920’s, and subsequently For¬ 
eign Minister in the cabinet of Presi¬ 
dent Cardenas, has described the Revo¬ 
lution as a phenomenon that “Mexico 
regards with pride, because she holds 
that [it has] been made, not for her 
own benefit, but also for that of the 
interests dearest to humanity.” 'This 
is no idle nationalistic boast. The funda¬ 
mental problems with which the Revo¬ 
lution grappled were not peculiarly 
Mexican problems. All of them—land 
tenure, Church-State relations, class 
privilege, and the riddle of the “foreign 
imperialist”—recur in one form or 
another, and in various combinations, 
throughout the Western Hemisphere. 
The belief is widespread in the 
Americas that the Mexican Revolution 
provides a formula for the solution of 
basic problems common to most of 
Latin America, and that Mexico points 

Quoted in Jose Angel Ceniceros, Mex¬ 
ico’s Attitude in Its International Relations 
(Mexico City: Ministry of Foreign Relations, 
1935), p. 11. 


the way. Through revolution, Mexico 
has acquired a distinguished position of 
leadership in the hemisphere, and this 
is recognized in an ever-increasing 
number of American nations. This 
writer was impressed, when he was in 
Ecuador, with attitudes in that country 
toward the Mexican venture. When 
Ecuador inaugurated a new President, 
the various governments with which 
Quito maintained diplomatic relations 
sent special delegations to attend the 
inauguration ceremonies. When the 
Mexican delegation, headed by Portes 
Gil, arrived, the Ecuadoran press as¬ 
siduously interviewed the Mexicans on 
the progress of the Revolution. These 
interviews were given such publicity 
that they displaced even the inaugura¬ 
tion of a new President of Ecuador 
from the front pages of the Ecuadoran 
press! 

A second factor in Mexico’s lead¬ 
ership in Latin America is the coun¬ 
try’s size. It is not the custom in the 
United States to regard Mexico as a 
significantly large country, but these 
matters are, of course, relative. “When 
Mexico is statistically assessed relative 
to the United States it is overwhelmed, 
as are its individual companions in the 
Latin-American community,” Howard 
Cline has pointed out. “But when 
measured against other Latin-American 
countries and areas in the group as a 
whole, the outcome is quite different.’*'’ 
With a population of over 30,000,000 
Mexico stands among the major stales 
of Latin America. In the area only 
Brazil is more populous than Mexico; 
and, with the exception of Argentina, 
the remaining states of Latin America 
have individual populations under 12,- 
000,000. 

A third consideration is Mexico’s 
geographical proximity to the United 

>'* Howard F. Cline, The United Stales 
and Mexico (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1953), p. 7. 
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States. “Poor Mexico!” Porfirio Diaz is 
said to have exclaimed. “So far from 
God—so close to the United States!” 
In the Latin-Amcrican world, Mexico 
is frequently viewed as a dyke obstruct¬ 
ing various kinds of overflow from the 
United States. Mexico has suffered 
many difficulties arising from her north¬ 
ern neighbor and has, for the most part, 
withstood these hardships with what 
Latin Americans generally regard as 
dignity. Thus, in a sense, Mexico de¬ 
fends Latin America’s northwestern 
frontier, often regarded as the Hispanic- 
American community's most vulnera¬ 
ble extremity. 

Fourthly, Mexico’s spectacular rate 
of economic development since World 
War II has been widely admired 
throughout Latin America, w'here the 
desire to emulate this rapid economic 
growth is widespread. Although Mex¬ 
ico’s standard of living, computed on 
the basis of per capita gross national 
product, is only the tenth highest in 
Latin America, the speed of Mexico’s 
economic development and its “take¬ 
off” are surpassed in Latin America 
only by Brazil. The desire for a rapid 
rise in standards of living is widespread 
throughout the Western Hemisphere, 
and Mexico’s economic growth, like 
her Revolution, is seen in many Ameri¬ 
can republics as a goal toward which 
they might likewise aspire.” 

Finally, consider the situations of 
Mexico’s rivals for the diplomatic lead¬ 
ership of Latin America. These are, for 
most purposes, Brazil and Argentina. 
Neither can stand as an unchallenged 
standard-bearer for the area. Portu¬ 
guese rather than Spanish in its Euro¬ 
pean origins, Brazil is a part of Latin 
America, to be sure, but it is not a 

See George I. Blanksten, “The Aspira¬ 
tion for Economic Development,” in The 
Annals of the American Academy of Politi¬ 
cal and Social Science (March, 1961), pp. 
10-19, especially p. 11. 


member of the Hispanic-Amcrkan 
community. In the United States, it 
may be difficult to see why this should 
make much difference. Nevertheless, 
Portugal and Brazil are indeed foreign 
to many of the concerns of the Hispanic 
world. Since the early years of the 
eighteenth century, for example, Portu¬ 
gal has been involved diplomatically in 
the British orbit; Portuguese and 
Brazilians view international problems 
from a different historical background 
than do Spaniards and Hispanic Ameri¬ 
cans. During centuries of international 
politics, Portugal was often aligned with 
Britain against Spain. Contemporary 
Brazil, with a population of over 50,- 
000,000 and an area larger even that 
that of the United States, is a species 
of subcontinent in itself. Its life, its 
culture, its historical and diplomatic 
orientations differ from those of 
Spanish America. These perhaps subtle 
but nevertheless real considerations 
render Brazilians outsiders to a signifi¬ 
cant part of the world of which Mex¬ 
icans arc insiders. Argentina, with a 
population of over 18,000,000, was 
for many years a more serious bidder 
than Brazil. Argentina, however, has 
pursued a foreign policy opposed to 
inter-American cooperation. This pol¬ 
icy reached its peak, and failed, during 
World War 11, The events of the 1940’8 
dealt severe blows to Argentina’s dip¬ 
lomatic prestige in the Americas, and 
have detracted from that country’s po¬ 
sition of leadership. 

Revolutionary Mexico, then, emerges 
as a diplomatic leader in the Latin- 
American community. To what uses 
has Mexican foreign policy put this 
prestigious position? 

The Mexican Foreign Office is fond 
of describing its international policy as 
“traditionally peace-loving.” Most 
governments have come to advertise 

Ccniccros, op. cit., p. 29. 
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themselves as “peace-loving,” espe¬ 
cially since this has become a condition 
of membership in the United Nations. 
Again in the Mexican case, however, 
this is no idle boast. Consider the 
historical record. For more than a 
century, Mexico’s dealings with the 
other states of Latin America have 
been almost uniformly peaceful. Where 
Mexico’s foreign relations ;ve been 
strained, the conflict^ and iithculties 
have been not with other c.iu..tries of 
Latin America but rather with the 
United States and also with Europe. 
Throughout her entire national history, 
Mexico has been involved in only two 
international w-ars. 1 he first of these 
(1846-48) was fought against the 
United States; the second was World 
War II, with Mexico joining the anti- 
Axis cau.se in June of 1042. These were 
separated by almost a century in which 
the country suffered intervention on the 
part of France (1862-67) and was 
involved in rencw'ed difUcultics with 
the United States, particularly during 
the administrations of the “Yankee” 
President Woodrow Wilson, when 
Mexico was in the throes of the early 
stages of the Revolution. On the other 
hand, the record of Mexico's relations 
with the other states of Latin America 
has been one of virtually unbroken 
peace. 

Stretched on a Latin-Amcrican rack, 
this background neatly divides Mex¬ 
ico’s historic enemies from her friends. 
The enemies have been states larger 
and more powerful than Mexico, which 
has suffered invasion and intervention 
at their hands. The friends, on the other 
hand, have been the other states of 
Latin America, most of which—par¬ 
ticularly Mexico’s immediate neighbors 
—have been smaller and weaker than 
she. On this record, Mexico stands as 
a force for peace in Latin America. 
She has rarely threatened or attacked 
her neighbors, and she has uniformly 


stood ready to participate in arrange¬ 
ments for arbitration and in other 
projects designed to achieve peaceful 
settlement of such international dis¬ 
putes as have arisen within the Latin- 
Amcrican community. 

The question of whether a Latin- 
American “bloc” exists in international 
affairs is both subtle and intriguing. 
Some types of problems divide the 
states of the area among themselves; 
other international questions tend to 
draw the Latin-Amcrican countries 
together in a bloc or united front. In 
situations conducive to bloc behavior, 
Mexico normally participates in these 
coalitions, frequently taking the lead 
in forming them. In general, there arc 
two types of international situations in 
which Mexico plays a leading role in 
Latin-Amcrican blocs. 

The first of these involves situations 
in W'hieh the Latin-Amcrican govern¬ 
ments are in general agreement among 
themselves as to some international ob¬ 
jective sought by all of them. In such 
cases Mexico normally leads—and 
where she does not lead, she usually 
joins—the bloc in pursuit of the com¬ 
mon cause. Two illustrations of this 
type of Mexican international role may 
be cited. The first has to do with what 
international lawyers refer to as the 
“law of local remedies.” Recognition of 
this “law” has long been sought by the 
governments of Latin America in bloc 
fashion, and Mexico has led the bloc. 
Briefly, the “law of local remedies” 
provides that foreigners doing business 
or otherwise being present in a country 
would have the same legal rights as the 
nationals or citizens of that country, 
and, in case of difficulty, would have 
recourse to the same courts or other 
remedies as they, but no recourse to 
remedies not available to them. Thus, 
a United States citizen doing business 
in, say, Guatemala and in legal diffi¬ 
culties there, would, were this prin- 
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the United States has in many eases 
been reluctant to accept it. A second 
iJlustration of this type of bloc behavior 
involves the thorny question of extend¬ 
ing diplomatic recognition to revolu¬ 
tionary governments in the Americas. 
The problem of whether or not to rec¬ 
ognize a given regime that has come 
to power in Latin America by non- 
constitutional means is a difficult one. 
Latin America, led by Mexico, has 
sought the adoption of policies recog¬ 
nizing the right of revolution and per¬ 
mitting diplomatic relations with gov¬ 
ernments of questionable constitutional 
antecedents. Mexico’s chief creative 
contribution in this field is the cele¬ 
brated “Estrada Doctrine,” advanced 
in 1930 by Foreign Minister Genaro 
Estrada, and supported by much of 
Latin America. Under this, Mexico 
would continue the practice of recog¬ 
nizing new states, but would discon¬ 
tinue the custom of recognizing new 
governments in states already recog¬ 
nized. Rather, Mexico’s diplomatic 
mission in the affected state would do 
business with whomever the business 
was relevant.*® 


inter- Aiverican community m the crea¬ 
tion of new patterns of relationships 
among the Great Powers. Thus, when 
the United States launched its “Good 
Neighbor Policy" in the ]930\ Mex¬ 
ico, one of the first Lntin-American 
states to respond positively, did much 
to forge a bloc pattern of response to 
Washington's new approach. Again 
some years later, on the eve of World 
War II, Mexico took the lead in align¬ 
ing the inter-American coalition in the 
anti-Axis camp. Later, at the Inter- 
American Conference on Problems of 
War and Peace (popularly known as 
the “ChapuUcpec Conference") held at 
Mexico City in 1945, Mexico, under 
the skilful leadership of Foreign Min¬ 
ister Ezequiel Padilla, performed the 
remarkable feat of separating the inter- 
American community from Argentina, 
which was then pursuing a pro-Axis 
foreign policy. A few months later at 
the San Francisco Conference, also 
held in 1945, Mexico, still under the 
foreign-policy leadership of Padilla, 
assisted in the rcincorporation of Ar¬ 
gentina in the inter-American fold and 
the admission of that country into the 
United Nations. 

MEXICO AND EUROPE 


^®The Estrada Doctrine, a remarkable in¬ 
strument, is worth quoting in full: “Mexico 
does not make any announcement as to 
granting recognition, because she holds that 
this is an offensive practice which, besides 
wounding the sovereignty of other nations, 
lays them open to having their domestic 
affairs judged in one sense or another by 
other governments, which assume a de facto 
critical attitude when they decide, whether 
favorably or unfavorably, on the legal status 
of foreign regimes. Consequently, the Mexi¬ 
can Government confines itself to keeping or 
withdrawing, whenever it shall deem it ad- 


The pattern of Mexico’s relations with 
the various states of Europe is com¬ 
plex. For purposes of simplification, 
it would be well to single out only 

visable, its diplomatic agents, and to continu¬ 
ing to accept, also when it shall deem it ad¬ 
visable, similar diplomatic agents accredited 
by such countries to Mexico, without judg¬ 
ing, either hurriedly or a posteriori, the right 
of any foreign nations to accept, preserve, or 
change their governments or authorities.” 
Quoted in Ceniceros, op, cit„ p. 25. 
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three European states, France, Spain, 
and the Soviet Union, and to examine 
Mexico's relations with them. 

Mexico and France 

France has long been regarded as a 
political and cultural leader of the 
Latin world, and Mexico normally falls 
into its orbit. French politicai, constitu¬ 
tional, and administrative ideas are 
aped throughout Latin America, with 
Mexico being no exception. Paris is 
looked to by Mexicans as the home 
of European culture and civilization, 
and most ideas or departures acquiring 
appreciable vogue in France soon find 
their repercussions and counterparts in 
Mexico, as well as elsewhere in Latin 
America. 

The history of Franco-Mexican re¬ 
lations is, for the most part, a record 
of cordial dealings. One noteworthy 
exception is worth mentioning. During 
the Second French Empire, Napoleon 
III pursued the ambition of extending 
his holdings and influence to include 
Mexico. Under the pretext of forcing 
the collection of debts owed by Mexico, 
French troops landed in Mexico in the 
closing weeks of 1861. Mexico re¬ 
mained subject to the French interven¬ 
tion until 1867. 'This period marks 
the mo.st strained relations that have 
occurred between France and Mexico. 
During the occupation, the French 
established a puppet monarchy, pro¬ 
claiming Maximilian Hapsburg and his 
wife Carlotta Emperor and Empress of 
Mexico. Assuming this tottering throne 
in 1864, Maximilian remained in Mex¬ 
ico for three tragic years. The French 
troops were withdrawn in 1867, and 
the monarchy collapsed at that time. 
Throughout the intervention, Mexicans 
resisted the French and Maximilian, 
who was executed in 1867 by forces 
loyal to President Benito Juarez. 


Mexico and Spain 

Relations with Spain, the former 
mother country, have been cool and 
strained throughout most of Mexico’s 
independent national existence. Diffi¬ 
cult relations with Spain were, perhaps, 
to be expected in the period immedi¬ 
ately following the achievement of 
Mexican independence in 1822. These, 
however, persisted throughout the nine¬ 
teenth century. Plagued by controversy 
over succession to the throne at Ma¬ 
drid, Spain fell into the Carlist Wars 
in the 1830’s. and civil war, instability, 
and near anarchy characterized Span¬ 
ish political life for more than a gen¬ 
eration. During this period Mexico ex¬ 
hibited little sympathy for any of the 
contending factions in the mother 
country. This remained the dominant 
Mexican attitude toward Spain until 
the closing years of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury. 

The Mexican position w'as altered 
somewhat, although not fundamentally, 
by the Spanish-Amcrican War. Mexi¬ 
cans, closely watching the controversy 
developing in Cuba in the 1870’s, in 
general sympathized with the cause of 
the Cuban colonists against their Span¬ 
ish rulers, and maintained this attitude 
when hostilities broke out in the island. 
With the entry of the United States 
into the fighting in 1898, Mexican 
bitterness toward Spain was mitigated 
somewhat by fear and resentment of 
the role of the “Colossus of the North" 
in the Cuban crisis. 

After 1910, of course, the Revolu¬ 
tion operated as a governing factor in 
defining Mexican policy toward Spain. 
Largely on revolutionary ideological 
grounds, Mexicans opposed the Primo 
de Rivera dictatorship which seized 
power in Spain in 1923 and paralleled 
developments in Fascist Italy until the 
fall of Primo de Rivera in 1930. Mex¬ 
ico was cheered by the abdication of 
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King Alfonso XITI and the establish¬ 
ment of the Spanish Republic in the 
following year. 

In all of Mexico’s national history, 
the country experienced no more cor¬ 
dial relations with the former mother 
country than was the case during the 
period of the Spanish Republic (1931- 
1936). The doctrinal bases of the 
Madrid Republic struck responsive 
ideological chords in Revolutionary 
Mexico, and the period is remarkable 
for its rebirth of cultural and political 
intercourse between the two countries. 
In that epoch, trade and communica¬ 
tion increa.sed, tourists and students 
were exchanged, and the Spanish-Mcx- 
ican rapprochement reached an un¬ 
precedented peak. 

The Spanish Civil War, breaking out 
in 1936, exercised a dramatically di¬ 
visive effect on Latin America. Some 
of the countries of the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere hailed the rise of General Fran¬ 
cisco Franco. Mexico, however, took a 
leading position among the Latin- 
American states supporting the Loyal¬ 
ist cause of the Spanish Republic. 
When the Republic fell before Franco’s 
onslaughts in 1939, Mexico opened 
her doors to political refugees from 
Spain; indeed, a Spanish Republican 
Government-in-cxile was headquar¬ 
tered in Mexico for many years after 
Franco’s assumption of power at 
Madrid. 

With the outbreak of World War II 
the Spanish Falange, under Franco, 
became one of the major outlets for 
Axis propaganda and influence reach¬ 
ing the Western Hemisphere. Again 
largely on ideological grounds stem¬ 
ming from the Revolution, Mexico re¬ 
sisted these pressures. Two Mexican 
political parties—the National Action 
Party (PAN “*') and the National Sinar- 

20 After the initials of Partido Accidn Na- 
cioml. 


quist Union—were receptive to war¬ 
time Falange influences. The govern¬ 
ment of Revolutionary Mexico, then 
under the presidency of General 
Manuel Avila Camacho (1940-1946), 
stoutly resisted these influences; in¬ 
deed, the Sinarquist party was out¬ 
lawed during the war. In the years 
since the end of World War 11, rela¬ 
tions between Revolutionary Mexico 
and Franco Spain have become some¬ 
what less strained, although remaining 
cool. 

Mexico and the Soviet Union 

Relations with the Soviet Union con¬ 
stitute one of the most intriguing chap¬ 
ters in Mexican foreign policy. Here 
again, the Mexican Revolution oper¬ 
ates as a controlling consideration. 
More precisely, the central issue is the 
relationship between the Mexican and 
Russian revolutions. Three aspects are 
of high significance—the time differ¬ 
ential between the two revolutions, the 
similarity in their ideological content, 
and the general developmental process 
of revolution. 

Consider the time differential. The 
Mexican Revolution began in 1910, a 
full seven years before revolution came 
to Russia. 7'hcsc seven years were cru¬ 
cial. During that hectic period between 
the rise of Madero and the fall of 
Kerensky, the Mexican Revolution ac¬ 
quired its own course, character, and 
deflnition—its own identity as a major 
social and political movement. If any¬ 
one entertained the ambition, when the 
Bolsheviks came to power in Russia 
in the closing months of 1917, of 
joining the Mexican and Russian 
revolutions together into one uni¬ 
fied over-all international movement, 
he was doomed to failure. By the end 
of 1917 it was too late. The Mexican 
Revolution, with its own course, char¬ 
acter, and identity already defined, was 
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separate and distinct from the Russian 
upheaval; and separate and independ¬ 
ent of each other the two have re¬ 
mained. 

Nevertheless, a certain similarity be¬ 
tween the ideological contents of the 
Mexican and Russian revolutions is 
inescapable. The similarity is largely 
coincidental, that is, there is little or¬ 
ganizational relationship between them; 
but the similarity stands as a hard and 
pre.sent fact. The Mexican Revolution 
sought land reform, disestablishment 
of the Church, a change in the class 
structure, and the ejection of foreign 
capital. 

did the Russian Revolution. 

Finally, there is the matter of the 
general process of revolution. It will 
be remembered that students of this 
process have advanced the hypothesis 
that all major revolutions experience a 
common set of steps or stages. One of 
these stages is variously known as the 
accession of the extremists, the reign 
of terror, the era of virtue, or the 
period of revolutionary dictatorship. 
Whatever the designation, this is the 
time when power is held by those revo¬ 
lutionists who are dedicated, often 
fanatically, to the social myth or the 
political philosophy of the revolution. 
They arc, by their lights, rigidly honest 
men. They accept no compromise in 
the social myth, for they believe it 
immoral to compromise on political 
principles. Those who question these 
principles are ruthlessly dealt with; in 
the reign of terror the philosophical 
purity of the revolution cannot be at¬ 
tacked with impunity. 

Thus the significance of the time 
differential between the Mexican and 
Russian revolutions is enhanced. In 
Mexico, the reign of terror began in 
1913, and drew to a close in the 
1930's. For a brief period the Mexican 
and Russian reigns of terror over¬ 
lapped in time. This was the period 


when many observers saw similarities 
not only in ideological contents but 
also in process between the two revo¬ 
lutions, the period when books with 
titles such as Soviet Mexico were pub- 
li.shed in the United States. But, though 
the two reigns of terror overlapped 
briefly, they were essentially out of 
gear with each other, as was evidenced 
when Mexico entered Thermidor under 
Avila Camacho. 

The two ships passed in the night. 
It was a close brush, but the essential 
point is that they did pass each other, 
to go in different directions. The seven 
years were crucial. 

Perhaps because of this passing in 
the night. Mexicans maintained a more 
sympathetic interest in the progress of 
affairs in the Soviet Union than was 
to be found in most of the other 
states of Latin America. Mexico was 
among the first in the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere to extend diplomatic recogni¬ 
tion to the Soviet Government. Mex¬ 
icans watched Lenin come and go; 
and, upon his death in 1924, they 
witnessed the power struggle between 
Joseph Stalin and Leon Trotsky with 
a fascinated neutrality. When Stalin’s 
triumph drove Trotsky into exile, Mex¬ 
ico welcomed the distingui.shcd politi¬ 
cal refugee. He lived among the Mexi¬ 
cans until his assassination in 1940. 

When World War II began in 1939, 
only four of the twenty states of Latin 
America maintained diplomatic rela¬ 
tions with the Soviet Union. Mexico, 
of course, was one of these.-* In the 
years before the war spread to the 
Western Hemisphere, Latin America 
was divided in its attitudes toward the 
conflict, especially after the Soviet 
Union joined the anti-Axis cause. 
Some American governments, notably 
that of Argentina, sympathized with 

21 The other three: Chile, Cuba, and Uru¬ 
guay. 
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the Axis; and during the early phases 
of the war Mexico—under President 
Avila Camacho and his Foreign Min¬ 
ister, Ezequiel Padilla—^played a lead¬ 
ing role in aligning Latin America 
against the Axis. The success with 
which this endeavor was crowned was 
attested to by the fact that by the end 
of the war all of Latin America, includ¬ 
ing even Argentina, had declared war 
against the Axis, to become allies of 
Britain, France, the United States— 
and the Soviet Union. 

The break between the Russians and 
their Western allies was in its early 
stages when the San Francisco confer¬ 
ence met in April of 1945 to produce 
the Charter of the United Nations. 
As Mexico had been among the first 
in Latin America to enter into friendly 
relations with the Soviets, so—quite 
unexpectedly—she became, at San 
Francisco, one of the pioneers in the 
“cold war.” Padilla, leading the Mex¬ 
ican delegation, clashed bitterly with 
Vyacheslav M. Molotov, who headed 
the Russians at San Francisco, origi¬ 
nally on questions relating to the organi¬ 
zation of the conference, and later on 
more fundamental issues. The ensuing 
Cold War found Mexico aligned with 
the West. This remained the country’s 
position in the early years of the 
1960’s, although Mexico still main¬ 
tained diplomatic relations with Mos¬ 
cow. 

Mention should be made of the 
Mexican Communist Party, known 
since the late 1940’s as the Popular 
Party. In the years since the Madero 
Revolution this group has played a 
curious role. Its influence in Mexican 
domestic politics has, in general, been 
small, especially since the administra¬ 
tion of President Avila Camacho 
(1940-1946). Nevertheless, the Mexi¬ 
can Communists have included among 
their numbers such outstanding fig¬ 
ures as Diego Rivera, the great artist, 


BLANKSTEN 

and Vicente Lombardo Toledano, 
leader of the Confederation of Latin- 
Amcrican Workers (CTAL).“ Per¬ 
haps more significant than its in¬ 
ternal role in Mexico is the Popular 
Party’s international function. Espe¬ 
cially since the close of World War II, 
it has served as a point of liaison be¬ 
tween Moscow and the Communist 
parties of other Latin-American coun¬ 
tries, particularly those in Central 
America and the Caribbean islands. 
Although the evidence of this is not as 
complete as the careful student might 
wish, there is considerable indication 
that communications and information 
from M0.SCOW have passed from the 
Communists of Mexico to tho.se of 
neighboring states, notably Guatemala 
and Cuba. Since the end of World 
War II, meetings of the Communist 
leaders of these countries have on oc¬ 
casion been held in Mexico. 

MEXICO AND THE UNITED STATES 

There is no country in the international 
community with which Mexico has had 
more diflicult relations than with the 
United States. In a sense, this was 
perhaps inevitable. “Mexico and the 
United States are constantly aware of 
each other’s presence because they 
share an unfortified transcontinental 
boundary of 1,500 miles,” it has been 
pointed out. “In the broadest sense, 
international relations are constantly 
occurring.” 

Moreover, a sizeable chapter in the 
territorial expansion of the United 
States has been written at the expense 
of Mexico. Texas was a part of Mexico 
when that country achieved its inde¬ 
pendence in 1822. Under the leader¬ 
ship of “North Americans” who had 
settled there, Texas seceded from Mex- 

22 After the initials of Confederacidn de 
Trabajadores de America Latina. 

23 Cline, op. cit., p. 10. 



FOREIGN POLICY OF MEXICO 


327 


ico in 1836. The secession was bloody, 
and the Texan War ended with the 
independence of Texas rccogni/xd by 
Mexico, but with the precise locution 
of the boundary between the two still 
in dispute. Following its annexation of 
Texas in 1845, the United States in¬ 
herited this dispute. It was resolved 
through additional bloodshed. The 
United States won a decisive military 
victory in the Mexican war (1846-48), 
and, in the ensuing Treaty of Guade¬ 
loupe Hidalgo, relieved Mexico of ap¬ 
proximately half its territory, constitut¬ 
ing the later states of Arizona, Cali¬ 
fornia, Nevada, New Mexico, and 
Utah. The present frontier between the 
United States and Mexico was rounded 
out through the Gadsden Purchase of 
1853, when the “Colossus of the North” 
acquired additional land from Mexico. 

This episode has long colored Mexi¬ 
cans’ attitudes toward the United 
States. The bitterness, however, was 
mitigated by events of the 1860’s. The 
Civil War left the United States tem¬ 
porarily unable to enforce the Monroe 
Doctrine, and France embarked upon 
her military occupation of Mexico in 
the closing months of 1861. The 
French intervention revolutionized 
Mexican policy toward the United 
States. The change was best expressed 
by Matias Romero, Mexican Minister 
at Washington: 

Before the Civil War commenced in 
the United States it appeared that they 
were the only enemies which Mexico 
had, becau.se their ideas and usurping 
policy had deprived us of half our terri¬ 
tory and were a constant menace against 
the integrity of what we had left. Nothing 
therefore was more natural than to sec 
with pleasure a division which by a 
fortunate continuation of circumstances 
would render almost impotent against us 
each of the parts which remained. 
. . . But unfortunately the sedition from 


which wc expected such favorable results 
had hardly begun when we discovered 
another danger from which the power 
of this country had freed us and against 
which its present unity would be the 
surest guaranty. . . . We therefore find 
ourselves in the presence of the hard 
alternative of sacrificing our territory and 
our nationality at the hands of this coun¬ 
try or our liberty and our independence 
before the despotic thrones of Europe. 
The .second danger is immediate and 
more imminent; in evading the first wc 
may count upon the future and the les¬ 
sons of experience.-* 

Six figures stand out as the major 
architects of Mexican-United States 
friendship, as born in the 1860's: Ro¬ 
mero; his chief. President Benito 
Juarez; Porfirio Diaz, then Juarez’ key 
military eommander; Abraham Lin¬ 
coln; Andrew Johnson; and their Sec¬ 
retary of State, William H. Seward. 
Together they struggled against the 
French and their puppet Emperor, 
Maximilian I. United States assistance 
to the Juarez government was, of 
necessity, limited for the duration of 
the Civil War. After 1865, however, 
Washington gave impressive military, 
financial, and diplomatic aid to the 
Mexicans. The withdrawal of the 
French and the collapse of Maximilian 
in 1867 was a victory for Lincoln, 
Johnson, and Seward as much as for 
Juarez, Diaz, and Romero. 

The “Big Stick” era of President 
Theodore Roosevelt (1901-09) dam¬ 
aged Mexican-United States relations 
somewhat. But a far more severe blow 
was dealt them by Washington’s poli¬ 
cies toward the early stages of the 
Mexican Revolution. After 1910, the 
Revolution became controlling in the 

-'Quoted in .1. Fred Rippy, Historical 
Evolution of Hispanic America (New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1940), pp. 492- 
93. 
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business the two states conducted with 
each other. 

The Revolution has not only gov¬ 
erned Mexican attitudes and policies 
toward the United States, but it has 
also exercised an impressive influence 
upon Washington’s view of Mexico 
and, indeed, of revolutionary move¬ 
ments in general. “From its genesis to 
the present,” Cline has said, “the Mex¬ 
ican Revolution has affected the United 
States, its attitudes toward Mexico, and 
toward social change in general.” 

In the view of the Revolution, there 
were two terrible f;nngo villains. Both 
were named Wilson. 

The first was Henry Lane Wilson. 
He was named United States Ambassa¬ 
dor to Mexico by President William H. 
Taft (1909-13), and he remained at 
that post for some time after Woodrow 
Wilson assumed office at Washington. 

Ambassador Wilson was in Mexico 
when the Revolution began. He de¬ 
veloped a penchant for acting on his 
own initiative, frequently disregarding 
instructions from the State Department. 
He acquired a .strong personal an¬ 
tipathy for Madero shortly after the 
fall of Diaz in 1911, and the feud be¬ 
tween H. L. Wilson and Madero, today 
regarded by Mexicans as the leading 
hero of the Revolution, assumed the 
proportions of a personal vendetta. 
Ambassador Wilson supported the po¬ 
litical ambitions of General Victoriano 
Huerta, a revolutionary rival of Ma- 
dcro. H. L. Wilson signed a general 
agreement, known as the “Pact of the 
Embassy,” with Huerta. Subsequently 
in 1913, President Madero was assassi¬ 
nated. Most students of the affair place 
the primary responsibility for the mur¬ 
der of Madero at Huerta’s door. Such 
satisfaction as Ambassador Wilson 
drew from the assassination of Madero 

23 Cline, op. cit., p. 5. 


and the rise of Huerta was short-lived; 
Huerta fell in 1914. 

Meanwhile, the second Wilson had 
arrived upon the scene. Assuming 
office in 1913, President Woodrow 
Wilson pursued an anti-Huerta policy. 
Following the fall of Huerta, the Mex¬ 
ican Revolution entered a phase of 
general civil war and near-anarchy 
which endured for almost two years, 
that is, until the rise of President V'e- 
nustiano Carranza in 1915. Mexico’s 
became the first of Latin-Amcrican 
“revolutionary” regimes to taste a new 
departure in Washington’s recognition 
policy inaugurated by President Wil- 
.son. Whereas previously the United 
States had pursued a generally de facto 
recognition policy, accepting the right 
of revolution and maintaining diplo¬ 
matic relations with Latin-Amcrican 
governments that had come to power 
by force. President Wilson replaced 
this with a de jure policy. Much inter¬ 
ested in constitutionalism, Wilson was 
reluctant to recognize a government of 
questionable constitutional antecedents, 
and withheld recognition from regimes 
that had not come to power through a 
pattern of “constitutional legitimacy.” 
Mexican revolutionary administrations, 
of course, could not meet this test; 
and, under President Wilson’s leader¬ 
ship, the United States entered a period 
of suspended diplomatic relations with 
Mexico. An immediate result of this 
was the recall of Ambassador H. L. 
Wilson to Washington. Thereafter, the 
first Wilson did not plague Mexicans. 

But the second was still with them. 
During the course of Mexico’s general 
civil war and near-anarchy of 1914- 
1915, the Tampico area became a 
theater of hostilities among revolution¬ 
ary factions. A number of oil installa¬ 
tions, operated for the most part by 
United States companies, were located 
there, and the companies became fear- 
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ful of the safety of their property. To 
save the installations, the llnited States 
Navy occupied Vera Cruz in April of 
1914. dhus occurred President Wil¬ 
son’s first “intervention'’ in the Mex¬ 
ican Revolution. 

Despite his views on canistitutional- 
ism and recognition, W. Wilson was 
persuaded to establish diplomatic rela¬ 
tions with the government cjf President 
Carranza (UH5-2(P. Howevvr, this 
did not help the situation nu eh. and 
President Wilson soon found himself 
feuding not only with Carranza but 
also with other Mexican revolutionary 
leaders. One of these was General 
Francisco (“Pancho”) Villa, who had 
initially supported Madero and later 
came to be counted among Carranza's 
chief enemies. Villa led a guerilla army 
of considerable size, which warred 
against Carranza and, at times, against 
President Wilson. In March of 1916, 
Villa's guerillas crossed the United 
States border to raid the eity of Colum¬ 
bus, New Mexico. W. Wilson, quite 
naturally, was incensed, and sent a 
detachment of the United States Army, 
under the command of General John J. 
Pershing, into Mexico on a punitive 
expedition. Pershing and his troops 
spent much of 1916 and the early 
months of 1917 wandering around in 
northern Mexico looking for Villa. 
Thus the second “intervention.” 

Then came the sensational Zimmer¬ 
man Note, which, thanks to the British 
Government, was brilliantly timed. 
World War I, of course, had been in 
progress since 1914. Mexico remained 
neutral throughout the war, and in 
1917 the United States, concerned with 
the submarine menace, was forced to 
choose between continuing in neutral¬ 
ity or entering the war against Germany 
and the Central Powers. The Zimmer¬ 
man Note had been sent by the Ger¬ 
mans to the Mexican government. It 


had been intercepted by the British, 
and released by them in time to help 
the United Slates in making its decision 
on war or peace. In the celebrated note, 
Berlin offered Carranza what the Ger¬ 
man Foreign Office said it regarded as 
an opportunity for Mexico to escape 
from its difficulties with the “Colossus 
of the North.” If Mexico were to enter 
the war on the side of Germany, Berlin 
would see to it in the peace settlement 
—assuming, of course, that the Central 
Powers would be the victors—that 
Mexico would regain from the United 
States the territory lost to it during the 
middle years of the nineteenth century. 
Carranza told the Germans that he 
regarded the imaginative project as 
inopportune; and the United States 
went to war. Pershing. withdra\,'n from 
Mexico, was sent to Europe to chase 
other villains. 

The era of the two Wilsons has left 
its mark on the relations between Mex¬ 
ico and the United States. It has col¬ 
ored “North Americans’ ” views of 
Mexico, of revolution, and of social 
change; it has affected Mexicans’ un¬ 
derstanding of their northern neighbor. 
Nevertheless, relations between the two 
countries have improved measurably 
since the end of World War 1. 

The United States “Good Neighbor 
Policy,” coinciding generally with the 
administration of President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (1933-45), signalized a 
marked and probably long-lasting im¬ 
provement in relations between the two 
countries. Mexico led among the states 
of Latin America in responding pcsi- 
lively to these new and friendly over¬ 
tures. This general trend toward more 
cordial dealings between the two coun¬ 
tries was disturbed somewhat by the 
expropriation of the oil fields in Mex¬ 
ico. Responding primarily to the con¬ 
tinuing process of the Revolution, the 
Mexican government in 1938 national- 
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ized the oil industry, which had previ¬ 
ously been workxd by foreign compa¬ 
nies, principally headquartered in the 
United States. This gave rise to re¬ 
newed bitterness in some quarters in 
the United States. Relations with Mex¬ 
ico did not deteriorate over this issue 
as much as could have been expected 
in other times and in other contexts: 
the “North Americans” were beginning 
to learn to live with the Mexican Revo¬ 
lution, and the “Good Neighbor Pol¬ 
icy” and a more understanding United 
States Ambassador in Mexico held the 
damaging consequences of the incident 
to a minimum. 

This increased cordiality between 
the United States and Mexico was re¬ 
flected by the latter’s role in World 
War II as an ally in the anti-Axis 
cause. Since that period, Mexico has in 
general co-operated with her northern 
neighbor. A few minor difficulties be¬ 
tween the two states remain, to be sure. 
There is, for example, the so-called 
“Chamizal” question. This is a small 
piece of land which the United States 
claims to be a part of El Paso, Texas, 
and the Mexicans claim to belong to 
Ciudad Juarez on the Mexican side of 
the frontier. Again, questions occasion¬ 
ally arise over matters of irrigation and 
flood control affecting the two coun¬ 
tries. And then there is the problem of 
the so-called “Wetbacks,” Mexican 
workers who, on a largely seasonal 
basis, illegally cross the border to take 
employment in the southwestern part 
of the United States. These issues are 
occasionally cause for friction, but in 
general they are minor problems in the 
over-all pattern of relations between 
the two countries. As of the dawn of 
the 1960’s, the United States and Mex¬ 
ico are essentially firm friends. As the 
Revolution in its Thermidor phase has 
become more respectable in the north¬ 
ern republic, so the gringos since the 
“Good Neighbor Policy” have, in Mex¬ 


ican eyes, gone a long way toward 
graduating from the role of threatening 
bully to that of understanding comrade 
in facing the inereasingly complex and 
difficult problems of the international 
community. Each has grown, each has 
matured; and in maturation each not 
only finds the other easier to live with 
but also relics more heavily on mutual 
cooperation and friendship in resolv¬ 
ing the remaining problems common 
to the two countries. 

MEXICO AND INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATION 

A major point serves as the focus of 
contrast between Mexico’s policies to¬ 
ward international organization and 
other aspects of her foreign affairs. In 
much of the latter, surveyed in the 
foregoing pages, the Revolution has 
been controlling during much of the 
twentieth century. In the case of inter¬ 
national organization, however, Mexi¬ 
can policy finds its roots not so much 
in the Revolution as in other factors. 

Like many another Latin-American 
state, Mexico presents what appears 
superficially to be a curious paradox. 
The record of Mexican internal politics 
has been one of violence, of turbulence 
and revolution. Disorder has been the 
rule rather than the exception. In in¬ 
ternational affairs, however, Mexico 
and other members of the inter-Ameri¬ 
can community have long campaigned 
for order and the rule of law, have 
long condemned violence as an instru¬ 
ment of international policy. 

Thus Mexico—and this was equally 
true before as it has been since the 
Revolution—has traditionally been 
counted among those states advocating 
and participating in international or¬ 
ganization and other devices designed 
for the resolution of international diffi¬ 
culties by peaceful and orderly means. 
In assessing Mexico’s policies in this 
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area, a distinction should be drawn 
between two types of international or¬ 
ganization—regional and universal. 

The Western Hemisphere has en¬ 
joyed an impressive record of success¬ 
ful experience in regional international 
organization, a record not equalled in 
any other area of the world. The Sec¬ 
ond International Conference of Amer¬ 
ican States, which met at Mexico City 
in 1901 and 1902, provided for the 
establishment of the Union of Ameri¬ 
can Republics. This became the nu¬ 
cleus for the later Pan American 
Union, the transformation being for¬ 
malized by the Fourth International 
Conference of American States, held at 
Buenos Aires, Argentina, in 1910. In 
the ensuing thirty-eight years, the Pan 
American Union functioned as a major 
instrument of inter-American coopera¬ 
tion. Through this regional interna¬ 
tional organization, cultural, economic, 
and political mutual understanding was 
promoted among the states of the 
Western Hemisphere.^'* By the close of 
World War II it could be said—^thanks 
in appreciable measure to the Pan 
American Union—that regional inter¬ 
national cooperation was more ad¬ 
vanced among the American Republics 
than within any similar area of the 
international community. The inter- 
American system was again revamped 
by the Ninth Conference of American 
States, which met at Bogota, Colom¬ 
bia, in 1948. Since then, the regional 
organization has been known as the 
Organization of American States, con¬ 
ceived primarily as the regional agent 
in the Western Hemisphere of the over¬ 
all United Nations. 

Historically, Mexico has played a 
central and frequently leading role in 
the affairs of the Union of American 

28 Although repeatedly invited to join, 
Canada has refused to become a member of 
the Pan American Union or, later, of the 
Organization of American States. 


Republics, the Pan American Union, 
and the Organization of American 
States. Mexican policies toward the 
other American nations have normally 
been channeled through these organi¬ 
zations, and Mexico has supported 
their proposals directed toward peace¬ 
ful cooperation within the hemisphere, 
introducing many of them herself. 

A similar Mexican record is to be 
found in the field of global interna¬ 
tional organization. A member of the 
League of Nations, created at the close 
of World War I, Mexico contributed to 
the attempts of that institution to deal 
with world problems through the ma¬ 
chinery of international organization. 
Likewise, Mexico has participated 
since World War II in the work of the 
United Nations, occasionally leading 
Latin-American bloc action in that 
organization. 

Although it is true that this phase of 
Mexican policy antedates the Revolu¬ 
tion, and responds not so much to it as 
to other factors of longer historical 
standing, it would be an ettOT to con¬ 
clude that the Revolution has not af¬ 
fected Mexico’s role in international 
organization at all. Much of what Mex¬ 
ico has done in that context, and many 
of the policies pursued by her in the 
League of Nations and the United Na¬ 
tions have been colored by the Revolu¬ 
tion. Thus, the effect of the Revolution 
could be found, for example, in Mex¬ 
ico’s contribution to the work of the 
International Labor Office, affiliated at 
first with the League of Nations and 
later with the United Nations. Again, 
especially in the latter organization, 
Mexico has supported much interna¬ 
tional work designed to raise standards 
of living in underdeveloped areas of 
the world, and other programs whose 
objectives have been, at least in part, 
in conformity with the values emerging 
from the Revolution. However, his¬ 
torically considered, these values have 
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not been so controlling in Mexico’s 
role in international organization as in 
other areas of the country’s foreign 
policy. 

CONCLUSION 

In summary, during much of the twen¬ 
tieth century the Madero Revolution 
has underlain, and given course and 
character to, many of Mexico’s policies 
in the international field. That up¬ 
heaval, combined with the country’s 
economic growth, which reached “take¬ 
off” proportions after World War II, 
developed an integral relationship to 
Mexico’s position as a diplomatic 
leader of Latin America, with many of 
the country’s American neighbors be¬ 
lieving that through revolution and 
orderly eeonomic development Mexico 
has resolved many of the fundamental 
social, economic, and political prob¬ 
lems common to most of them. These 
considerations have been crucial in 
Mexico’s relations with many of the 
states of Europe, especially Spain and 
the Soviet Union. So far as the United 
States is concerned, the Revolution and 
subsequent economic growth of Mex¬ 
ico have significantly affected not only 
Mexican policy toward the northern 
republic, but also United States poli¬ 
cies toward Mexico and toward revolu¬ 
tion and social change in general. Sim¬ 
ilar forces affect Mexican policies to¬ 
ward, and participation in, interna¬ 
tional organization. These have given 
a somewhat selective coloration to the 
types of projects and measures Mexico 
has supported in the Pan American 
Union, the Organization of American 
States, the League of Nations, and the 
United Nations. 

Two final points should be made 
with respect to Mexico’s role in inter¬ 
national affairs, particularly as it affects 
the United Stales. First, Mexico has 
been the leading Latin-American state 


with which Washington has had to 
deal. In this context. United States 
policies toward Mexico arc basic in 
Washington’s attitude not only toward 
Latin America but toward other areas 
of the world as well, particularly the 
underdeveloped regions where revolu¬ 
tion looms as an active ingredient of 
the political scene. “The states of Eu¬ 
rope and Asia within the United States’ 
sphere of influence are going to be as 
touchy as the Latin-American states,” 
the distinguished historian, Arnold J. 
Toynbee, has said; “and the United 
States is likely to handle them by a 
diplomatic technique that she has 
learned from her Latin-American ex¬ 
perience.” Evidence already abounds 
of the tendency of the United States 
to apply to other areas of the world 
policies and techniques first tested in 
Latin America, particularly in Mexico. 

Second, although much of the his¬ 
tory of United Statcs-Mexican rela¬ 
tions has been a record of difficulty, 
of war and intervention, both the 
United States and Mexico have ma¬ 
tured. They have not only learned to 
live with each other, but have also— 
especially since the “Good Neighbor 
Policy”—developed a relationship of 
solid and sound mutual respect and 
cooperation. As of the closing years 
of the 1950’s, Mexico and the United 
States were genuinely firm friends. 
“The points of contention that might 
lead to serious friction have been 
largely eliminated in recent years. Mex¬ 
ico is not a major pawn in the struggle 
between Russia and the United States. 
. . . Recent United States dealings 
with Mexico have proved amazingly 
successful. In the international field we 
arc discussing success, not failure.^” 

It is a human characteristic that suc¬ 
cess commands less attention than fail- 

27 Cline, op. cit., p. 6. 

Ibid., p. 1. 



F O R E 1 ( ’, N FOLIC 


Of MEXICO 


333 


ure. There is no major crisis in the 
contemporary relations of Mexico with 
any state of the world. Mexican for¬ 
eign policy, therefore, today rarely 
merits a front-page headline in the re¬ 
porting of the progress of world poh 
tics. Nevertheless, success stands, 
least as much as failure, as a significa t 
lesson in foreign policy. 
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On February 1, 1958, a joint com¬ 
munique signed by Presidents Nasser 
of Egypt and Shukri Kuwatli of Syria 
formally announced the formation of 
the United Arab Republic, which rep¬ 
resented a union between Egypt, an 
Arabic-speaking country in Africa, and 
Syria, a part of the traditional Fertile 
Crescent in Asia Minor, The merger 
was legalized by a plebis¬ 
cite held in both Egypt 
and Syria on February 
21, 1958, followed by 
the promulgation of a 
provisional constitution 
in March 1958. Legis¬ 
lative assemblies in both 
regions of the new Re¬ 
public were dissolved and 
political parties in Syria were declared 
disbanded by Executive Order of the 
new President of the UAR, Carnal Ab¬ 
del Nasser. Although each region con¬ 
tinued with its own laws, currency, 
and special regulations, the merger was 
immediately followed by the unifica¬ 
tion of defense, foreign affairs, and 
over-all executive authority. A Central 
Cabinet consisting of both Egyptians 
and Syrians was appointed by the latter, 
while executive cabinets were appointed 
for each region. Later, in October 
1958, President Nasser announced by 


official decree Ibe reorganization of the 
UAR’s government, rendering more 
permanent the executive arrangements 
for both regions of the Republic, pro¬ 
viding for the organization of a Na¬ 
tional Union organization to replace 
disbanded political parties, and for the 
future election-selection of a National 
Assembly. Yet, in September, 1961, 
Syrian officers revolted 
and proclaimed Syria’s 
independence. Thus, two 
basic forces in contem¬ 
porary Middle East his¬ 
tory are evident: Arab 
nationalism and local na¬ 
tional loyalties. Syria’s 
successful revolt is a vic¬ 
tory for the national 
states, but it is premature to say that 
efforts to forge a larger Arab union 
have failed. 

THE EMERGENCE OF NASSERiSM 

So long as British troops occupied parts 
of Egypt, and particularly the Suez 
Base, the paramount foreign policy ob¬ 
jective of all Egyptian governments 
since independence in 1923 and until 
1954 was the expulsion of the British 
from Egypt. Governments foundered 
or flourished depending upon their suc- 
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ccss or failure in coming closer to the 
attainment of this national goal. In 
fact, until 1954 Egypt was an object 
of international politics. It was not 
until 1955 that Egypt became a serious 
participant in international relations, 
scoring a tremendous and, until now, 
unassessablc impact upon the Arab 
world. This impact and the interna¬ 
tional politics of the Middle East area 
as a whole have been inexorably con¬ 
nected with the coming of the Free 
Officers to power in Egypt in July 
1952 and the so-called Free Arab 
Movement they inaugurated under the 
leadership of Gamal Abdel Nasser. 

Popularly referred to as “Nasscr- 
ism,” the Egyptian Free Officers 
regime’s involvement in inter-Arab and 
international politics came to symbolize 
the aspirations for independence from 
foreign control and/or domination of 
new Arab groups that had emerged in 
all Arab countries during the interwar 
period. Social and economic ferment 
in the Arab countries during the last 
50 years gave rise to politically 
frustrated groups, such as middle class 
intelligentsia, a small urban proletariat, 
professional managers, and a few en¬ 
trepreneurs. These groups associated 
their aspiration for independence with 
a resentment of existing social and 
political systems. Their political objec¬ 
tives, moreover, encompassed an im¬ 
passioned sense of Arab unity supersed¬ 
ing existing political frontiers among 
the various Arab states. These groups 
were further committed to a nationalist 
revolutionary goal, namely, the altera¬ 
tion of the status quo in the Arab 
eountries by social and political revolu¬ 
tion, to be followed by the unification 
of separate Arab states. Implied in this 
commitment was the destruction of im¬ 
perialist (foreign and specifically West¬ 
ern) influence in the Arab world. 

Nasserism in 1955 typified this Arab 


feeling of revolution against the status 
quo by subsuming in its specifically 
Nasseritc-Egyptian aims the aspirations 
of emergent groups everywhere in the 
Arab world. Between 1955 and 1958 
every Arab revolutionary came to re¬ 
gard himself as a Nasseritc irrespective 
of his willingness to relinquish his sover¬ 
eign independent status in favor of 
Egyptian domination. The idea of 
Arab unity became a potent revolu¬ 
tionary one under the banner of Nas¬ 
serism. 

To the Egyptian, Nasserism has 
come to mean the extension of Egypt’s 
domination over the Arab world, the 
bid for leadership in Black Africa, and 
the strengthening of a military estab¬ 
lishment that will ultimately eliminate 
the last outpost of imperialism in the 
Middle East: Israel. Indeed, closer 
scrutiny of these aims of Nasserism 
show that they are inexorably con¬ 
nected with domestic economic and po¬ 
litical problems of Egypt that are prac¬ 
tically insoluble without extension of 
Egyptian authority in the Arab world, 
the Middle East, or Africa. 

It should be pointed out, however, 
that Nasserism as described above is 
not the singular creation of President 
Nasser. Many of the things Nasserism 
stands for have been elements of na¬ 
tionalist agitation in the Arab world 
long before Gamal Abdel Nasser ap¬ 
peared on the scene. He is simply the 
Arab leader best able to articulate and 
serve as a symbol for these aspirations. 

While the July 1952 military coup 
by Nasser-led Free Officers did not 
usher in a totally novel understanding 
of the basic interests and objectives of 
Egypt’s foreign policy, it did generate 
enough of a revolutionary momentum to 
activate certain objectives over others. 
President Nasser, in his personal state¬ 
ment (credo), Egypt’s Liberation; the 
Philosophy of the Revolution, wrote: 
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Cat! wc fail to sec that there is an Arab 
circle surrounding us—that this circle is a 
part of us, and we are part of it, our 
history being inextricably part of its 
history. These arc facts and no mere idle 
talk. Can we possibly ignore the fact that 
there is an African continent which Fate 
decreed us to be a part of, and that it is 
also decreed that a terrible struggle exists 
for its future . . . whose results will cither 
be for us or against us, with oi without 
our will? Can wc further ignore the exist¬ 
ence of an Islamic world, with which we 
are united by bonds created not only by 
religious belief, but also reinforced by 
historic realities? ' 

Although this cannot be considered a 
statement of policy, it cannot be 
ignored or underestimated as a rellec- 
tion of Egyptian revolutionary senti¬ 
ment and an expression of Egyptian 
aspiration to leadership in at least the 
Arab world. It is also a forceful depic¬ 
tion of the feeling of affinity between 
Egypt and a contiguous Islamic world 
to the cast. 

The fact that Egypt has identified 
herself culturally and spiritually with 
Arab Islam since the seventh century 
docs not mean that Egypt has had an 
Arab policy as such for a very long 
time. But as recently as February 23, 
1961, President Nasser said: “The 
United Arab Republic is the base for 
the Arab struggle, and the people of 
the UAR arc the vanguard of the Arab 
struggle. The call for unity is a call 
for might, freedom and lifc.”= This 
statement reveals Egypt’s continued ef¬ 
forts to pre-empt Arab leadership, and 

' (Washington, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 
1955), pp. 85-86. 

- Speeches Delivered hy President Ganud 
Abdel Nasser in the Northern Region of the 
United Arab Repnblie, Fcbruary-March 
1961 (hereinafter referred to as Nasser 
Speeches, 1961) (Cairo: Information De¬ 
partment, 1961), p. 59. 


her self-proclaimed sponsorship of 
Arab nationalism as fundamental ob¬ 
jectives of foreign policy. The national¬ 
ist revolutionary leaders of Egypt are 
motivated in this by the necessities of 
domestic political and economic prob¬ 
lems. They are also committed to an 
ideological facet of Arab political 
awakening with which the military 
regime in Egypt is solidly identified in 
the minds of the members of the wider 
Arab political community; the leader¬ 
ship of revolutionary liberating move¬ 
ments against foreign domination, and 
the latter's “agents” represented by the 
older “corrupt” governments that were 
overthrown or that must be over¬ 
thrown.'* 

Arabism as a general slogan for the 
emancipation of Arabs from foreign 
influence and subservient dynasts or 
rulers has thus been appended by 
Nasserism to two expectations of the 
Arab peoples: the political regeneration 
of the Arab national community, and 
the strengthening of that community 
through modernization so it can catch 
up with and defy the old “masters.” 
This is the core of Nasserism’s appeal 
to many Arabs today. 

Nasserism’s appeal derives also 
from traditional sources. The feeling 
of Islamic brotherhood—community— 
strengthens the image of a politi¬ 
cal future characterized by military 
strength, economic prosperity, and 
unity. Thus, Egyptian foreign policy- 

3 By 1958 and 1959 new terms in Arab 
nationalist vocabulary were being coined by 
the Egyptian press, such as *'umala* (agents), 
ra'fiyya (reactionaries), and shuuhiyya (dis¬ 
sidents, separatists), to refer to the enemies 
of Arab nationalism, regardless whether or 
not these were identified as Imperialists or 
Communists. See Collected Speeches of Pres¬ 
ident Nasser, 1959 (Cairo: Information De¬ 
partment, I960). See also editorial in weekly 
Rose el-YoiiSsef, January 10, 1959, “Split in 
Communist Camp,” p. 10. 



338 


P. J. VATIKIOTIS 


makers cannot be satisfied with the 
status quo in the Arab world, because 
it would undermine the revolutionary 
momentum and appeal of Nasserism 
itself. 

In order to maintain its collective 
strength, the Arab political community 
must adopt the Nasserist doctrine of 
positive neutrality and non-alignment 
in the East-West struggle as the only 
guarantee against the entry of big 
power influence into the area, and as 
the only means available for the linking 
of the Middle East with the Afro-Asian 
peoples. Positive neutrality, however, 
must also be used as a tactical device 
for the advancement of national aims 
and interests. 

The Cold War, according to Nas- 
scrism, is not an Arab concern. In¬ 
deed, the involvement of any Arab 
state in its vagaries must be avoided 
because it would inevitably spell for¬ 
eign influence. The Arab states must 
actively and consciously seek to estab¬ 
lish themselves through unity as a possi¬ 
ble Third Force in the world. The 
chances for this development, accord¬ 
ing to Nasserist thinking, arc good, for 
the revolutionary impact of the Arab 
states since 1952, at least upon Africa, 
has been beneficent and great.^ 

Nasserism contends that the Egyp¬ 
tian model of political liberation 
established by the Free Officers in 
July 1952 has introduced into that part 

* In an address at one of the largest textile 
factories in Egypt, President Nasser de¬ 
clared: “We want to be outside all spheres 
of influence. We want to be outside the 
Cold War. Of course, the Cold War affects 
us. We consider that we, the small countries, 
are the battlefield of the Cold War. . . . 
We also welcome any rapprochement be¬ 
tween the Western and Eastern camps, pro¬ 
vided such rapprochement is not at the 
expense of small powers.” T«it of Speech at 
Mehalla al-Kubra, in al-Ahram, August 9. 
1959. 


of the world a new revolutionary style 
(uslub) to be emulated by others and 
implemented elsewhere in the Arab 
world and the African continent. 
Emanating from Cairo, since 1956 
Nasserism has indeed accelerated the 
movement among African peoples for 
self-determination and political free¬ 
dom." 

Implied in Nasserism, or the Egyp- 
tain revolutionary style, today—for the 
Arab political community at least— 
are two important elements. First is 
the question of designating the bound¬ 
aries of the Arab Nation {al-umma 
al-arahiyya). Being synonymous with 
revolutionary nationalism, Nasserism 
would by definition expand the Arab 
political community until the Arab Na¬ 
tion is embodied in one Arab State. 
Second is the question of tolerating 
political groups and leaders within the 
emerging Arab Nation that arc not at¬ 
tuned to the new style, Nasserism. 

ORGANIZATION FOR 
POLICY MAKING 

In Egypt, or the UAR, today, sectional 
and other groupings within the political 
system are not tolerated. Leaders of the 
military regime have rejected partisan 
politics, with their institutional vehicles 
and devices of expression (parliaments, 
constitutions, political parties, interest 
groups), as the basis for a “socialist, 
cooperative, democratic” system. Rep¬ 
resentative institutions, they claim, 

®See Rose el-Youssef, especially Nos. 
1680 and 1684 fAugust-September 1960) 
for feature articles and cartoons developing 
this view. Moreover, President Na.sser in a 
speech at Rosetta on September 19, 1959, 
said: “We can make ourselves felt by ex¬ 
amples such as the example we gave during 
the battle of the Canal. That battle was the 
torch which lit the road of the struggle for 
freedom all over Africa.” al-Ahram, Septem¬ 
ber 20, 1959. 
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were mere forms concealing the ex¬ 
ploiting elements of capitalism, feudal¬ 
ism, and foreign intrigue.® They argue 
that the mobilization of national en¬ 
deavor cannot be achieved through 
representative institutions which arc 
importations from alien political sys¬ 
tems, superimposed on a different 
social structure and culture that is not 
ready to adopt them meaningfully. 
Lacking the proper infrastructure for 
an elaborate democratic political proc¬ 
ess, the “national interest” might be 
dissipated by the opportunists who 
have always been ready to use such 
devices for the furtherance of their own 
ends. 

Instead, the military regime in Egypt 
today speaks of the “planning of na¬ 
tional interests” under the state- 
organized and supervised National 
Union. Citizens can participate in the 
political life of the state only through 
this national organization. It is the only 
vehicle through which the aims of the 
Revolution can be attained. At the 
same time, the National Union protects 
the Revolution from its enemies and 
detractors. One might suggest in this 
instance that an elite is forcibly mo¬ 
bilizing the masses toward specified 
aims by prohibiting the proliferation 
of associations for differentiated in¬ 
terests. Simultaneously, it can forego 
the delicate processes of constitutional¬ 
ism and representative government and 
still claim to represent the national 
interest without permitting the public 
genuine participation in the political 
process. 

The present political elite in Egypt 
can nevertheless claim to represent the 
national interest in contrast to the 
openly sectional and often personal and 

® See Anwar .Sadat, Maana al-ittihad al- 
qawmi (The Meaning of the National Union) 
(Cairo: 1959). 


incompetent nature of the previous 
civilian regime.'^ All the same, the 
present power structure in Egypt does 
not permit or afford the consideration 
of privately organized interests in the 
making and conduct of foreign policy.® 
There is in Egypt, today, direct 
military rule, insofar as the decision¬ 
making elite is composed of a few ex- 
army officers, members of the Nas- 
scr-lcd Free Officers conspiracy that 
effected the successful coup against the 
Farouq regime in July 1952. The 
original constituency of this Executive 
of the Free Officers comprised between 
200 and 300 officers in the Egyptian 
Armed Forces sympathetic to the Free 
Officers’ cause, plus another 1700 or 
1800 officers in all categories and some 
75,000 troops who were uncommitted. 

The Free Officers acted as a policy¬ 
making body in the early days of the 
revolution with cohcsivcncss, disci¬ 
pline, and despatch. Internal com¬ 
munications, chains of command, and 
a high degree of centralization were 
features of the military establishment 
advantageous for the control of a 
rather disintegrating political com¬ 
munity. When the new ruling group of 
army officers established themselves 
firmly in power and legitimized their 
authority by a combination of tradi¬ 
tional and modern techniques,® they 
were in a position to expand the opera¬ 
tions of what appear to be civilian 

‘ See Abdcr Rahman Rafii, Muqaddamat 
thawrat thalatha wa ishrin yidio 1952 (Pre¬ 
lude to the Revolution of Juh 1952) (Cairo: 
1957). 

** See P. J. Vatikiotis, The Egyptian Army 
in Politics, Pattern for New Nations? 
(Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Prc.ss, 
1961). especially Chapter VIII. 

® See P. J. Vatikiotis, “Dilemmas of Po¬ 
litical Leadership in the Arab Middle 
East: the Case of the U.AR,” American Po¬ 
litical Science Review, Vol. LV, No. 1 
(March 1961), pp. 103-111. 
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institutions—the cabinet, the bureauc¬ 
racy, and a national assembly. 

The fact that Egypt appears now as 
a quasi-civilianized political system 
does not contradict the idea that a 
fundamentally military core of power 
holders makes decisions. At best, the 
new executive structure decreed by 
President Nasser in 1958, featuring a 
cabinet, and the subsequent formation 
of a National Assembly to perform the 
legislative function in the state, merely 
assuage the persistent dependence of 
the President upon a viceregal sys¬ 
tem for the formulation and execu¬ 
tion of policy.^'* Such a system of 
viceroys permits the rulers of Egypt 
to bypass the institutional delegation 
of authority or the need to expand 
civilian participation and responsibility 
in the making of policy. 

This highly centralized view of 
policy-making is related to the notion 
held by the revolutionary olTicers that 
the military e.stablishment is the de¬ 
fender of the nation, and therefore the 
most able and representative formula- 
tor of its interests. The image propa¬ 
gated by the Free Officers of the 
Officers Corps as the most advanced, 
modern, and organized group in Egyp¬ 
tian society allocates to this group the 
exclusive role and function of leading 
the nation in its search for national 
power, dignity, and world influence. 
Nor is this self-image of the Officers 
Corps at great variance with the tradi- 

'f*The viceregal .system has been used by 
President Nasser most effectively in Syria in 
1959, when he appointed Vice-President 
Abdel Hakim Amcr (Commander-in-C'hief 
UAR Armed Forces) governor of Syria to 
supersede all other arrangements in the 
northern region of the Republic. The same 
system has been used by the President in 
the internal political organization and con¬ 
trol of Egypt, especially the National Union, 
when he appointed Kamal al-Din Husein, a 
Free Officer, Supervisor-General of the Na¬ 
tional Union. 


tional concept of leadership in both 
Islam and Egyptian history. 

In the Egyptian-Islamic tradition, the 
emphasis on the personal qualifications 
of the ruler was the sole important 
proposition of constitutional theory. 
Most Islamic constitutional lawyers, in 
speaking of political leadership, em¬ 
phasized specific personal qusilifica- 
tions. This emphasis was closely con¬ 
nected throughout Islamic history with 
military ability and prominence. There 
was rarely any serious discussion of 
checks to be placed upon the ruler, so 
he came to be accepted as law-maker, 
dispenser of justice, and chief execu¬ 
tive. When he combined military lead¬ 
ership with these qualities, his position 
was still .stronger. President Nasser ap¬ 
peared, in 1954 and 1961, to satisfy 
both these requirements in the eyes of 
his public. 

A charismatic leader is more im¬ 
portant in Egyptian politics than the 
mechanisms, checks, and balances that 
loom large in Western political prac¬ 
tice, because the type of leadership has 
always been more important in Arab- 
Islainic societies than the type of po¬ 
litical institutions. The old concepts of 
Rayyis (Chief) and Zaim (popular 
leader) in tribal and other institutions 
still command a great deal of status 
and respect. The tradition of cen¬ 
tralized authority in Egypt facilitates 
the emergence of charismatic leaders. 

When Egypt’s President can be 
depicted as the Zaim al-uruba, popular 
hero of Arabism, the impact of this 
depiction on Egyptian foreign policy is 
tremendous. In a presently fragmented 
Arab world the views of the masses, 
such as their desire—romantic as it 
may seem—to achieve some form of 
unity that will lead to strength, arc 
often at variance with those of their 
rulers. Under these circumstances a 
forceful “hero” who preaches the same 
desire in a most articulate maimer con- 
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stitutcs a significant ideological factor 
in inter- and intra-Arab politics. 

It is difficult to elicit any kind of 
machinery for the formulation of Egyp¬ 
tian foreign policy under the present 
regime as described above. While a 
cabinet assists the President of the 
Republic in governing, and a National 
Assembly records its approval of 
policies already decreed by the execu¬ 
tive,'^ the President continues n make 
policy in consultation with a ir. of 
Free Officers closest and most lo\ al to 
him, and presently in executive posi¬ 
tions, but not necessarily with their 
real participation. Although he must 
tread a narrow path in keeping a 
volatile mass public opinion at an even 
keel and attuned to the requirements of 
his decisions, the President is not con¬ 
stitutionally responsible to any institu¬ 
tional checks upon his authority. 

Considering the present commitment 
of the Egyptian ruling group to their 
bid for Arab leadership and future pre¬ 
eminence in African affairs, the coun¬ 
cils and politics of bodies such as the 
League of Arab Stales, the various 
African and Afro-Asian Congresses, 
solidarity conferences, and youth rallies 
in Egypt arc important instruments in 
the making and implementation of for¬ 
eign policy.’- Similarly, the Islamic 
Congress discussed below serves as an 
arm of Egyptian foreign policy, espe¬ 
cially among the Muslim communities 
in Africa, regardless of the measure of 
its success or failure at present. Given 
a nationalized press (since May 1960) 
in Egypt, the ruling institution can 
preclude any divergent views of policy. 

The record and proceedings of the First 
National Assembly (1957) in Egypt indicate 
that this body did not exercise any legisla¬ 
tive function, but merely approved decisions 
already made by the executive-in-council. 

1-These congres.ses and rallies have so 
far served as platforms for President Nas¬ 
ser’s statements on Arab Nationalism. See 
Nasser Speeches, 1959, 1960. 


since these cannot be publicly ex¬ 
pressed. Thus the responsibility for 
foreign policy-making in Egypt to¬ 
day rests with the President, in con¬ 
sultation with his loyal Free Officer 
colleagues, assisted by a Foreign 
Office, and centrally devised and 
rigidly controlled mass organizations 
and media. The fact that President 
Nasser is responsible for defining Egyp¬ 
tian foreign policy and that he is 
singularly responsible for the over-all 
conduct of Egyptian diplomacy became 
clear as early as February 1953, when 
Egypt and England were preparing for 
talks that led to the July 1954 Agree¬ 
ment on the British departure from 
the Canal Base."* 


EGYPT AND THE ARAB WORLD 


“For some reason,” said Gamal Abdel 
Nasser very early in his political career, 

it seems to me that within the Arab 
circle there is a role, wandering aimlessly 
in search of a hero. And I do not know 
why it seems to me that this role ex¬ 
hausted by its wanderings, has at last 
settled down, tired and weary, near the 
borders of our country and is beckoning 
to us to move, to take up its lines, to 
put on its costume, since no one else is 
qualified to play it.’^ 

It is significant that this statement was 
made in 1955, for that year was the 
watershed of Egyptian foreign policy. 
It marked the resolution of the Egyp¬ 
tian military regime to export Nasser- 

13 See statements to the press by Gamal 
Abdel Nasser quoted in Hadhihi al-thawra 
(This Revolution), First Anniversary of the 
Revolution Volume, (Cairo: 1953). 

!■' Egypt’s Liberation, Philosophy of the 
Revolution (Washington, D.C.: 1955), pp. 
87-88. 
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ism to the Arab world as the most po¬ 
tent formula of Arab political salvation. 
Having settled the Anglo-Egyptian 
problem in July-October 1954, the 
revolutionary officers were now ready 
to link their revolution at home with 
the solution of Arab problems else¬ 
where. The President’s first excursion 
outside Egypt, to attend the Afro- 
Asian Conference at Bandung in April 
1955, left an indelible mark upon his 
personality and his view of interna¬ 
tional politics. He returned home forti¬ 
fied by newly acquired prestige, status, 
and a slightly over-confident attitude 
regarding Egypt’s role and destiny in 
Arab and Afro-Asian politics. Possibly 
Anwar Sadat’s description of the Presi¬ 
dent’s role in this connection is apt; 
“he [NasserJ docs not seek personal 
leadership (zaama); he is a missionary 
(sahib dawa)." This mission of the 
President was no less than the “libera¬ 
tion of the Middle East from foreign 
influence and domination.” 

British responsibility for the defence 
of the Middle East really ended with 
the Suez Agreement. This left the ques¬ 
tion of defense arrangements in the 
area unsettled. The first Egyptian at¬ 
tempts in the summer of 1954 to ex¬ 
plore the prospects of defense with 
Iraq were fruitless. When in February 
1955, the Israelis carried out a success¬ 
ful large-scale attack on the Egyptian- 
held Gaza strip, and Iraq signed the 
Baghdad Pact with Turkey, President 
Nasser felt dangerously exposed mili¬ 
tarily. He thought Britain was trying, 
through Iraq, to isolate him politically 
from the rest of the Arab world. While 
he may not have been consciously as¬ 
piring to replace British by Egyptian 
hegemony. President Nasser was not 
willing to forfeit the chance of future 
hegemony by default to Iraq. Thus, one 
of the most fundamental variables in 

^^Al-wahda al-arahiyya (Arab Unity) 
(Cairo: 1957), pp. 74-75. 


Egypt’s Arab policy emerged in the rift 
between Cairo and Baghdad. The revo¬ 
lutionary officers in Cairo could not 
countenance a strong Iraq led by a sea¬ 
soned politician, Nuri el-Said, in the 
service of a Hashemite monarch. 

Throughout 1955 three basic facets 
of Egyptian policy began to emerge. 
First, the revolutionary officers adopted 
the political principles of their prede¬ 
cessors by reviving the classic rivalry 
between the Euphrates and the Nile 
for the control of lands lying in be¬ 
tween, namely, the Fertile Crescent and 
the Arabian Peninsula. The major tac¬ 
tic to be used in this strategy was the 
idea that the best defense of the Middle 
East lay in an Arab Collective Security 
Pact (actually entered upon by the 
Arab League states in 1950). Alliances 
such as the Baghdad Pact were anti- 
Arab because the expulsion of foreign 
influence from the area was the com¬ 
mon objective uniting all Arabs. The 
containment of Iraq, therefore, whether 
under the monarchy or under the sub¬ 
sequent republican regime (1958), be¬ 
came a cardinal principle of Egyptian 
foreign policy. 

Obstruction of Western-sponsored 
defense schemes of any kind became a 
second major objective of Egypt’s Arab 
policy, as was witnessed in the oppo¬ 
sition of the revolutionary officers to 
both the Baghdad Pact and the Eisen¬ 
hower Doctrine latex in 1957. The 
“Armed Front,” which would free the 
Arab world from subservience to any 
foreign power, could not be one that 
included foreign partners in its ranks. 
Indeed, there was an allusion here to 
an Islamic-Arab bond, in the formula 
of Allahu akbar (Allah is Greatest), 
the “God of the Arabs.” 

These two concerns of Egyptian pol¬ 
icy-makers were followed by the only 
logical derivative of such thinking: the 
remaking of the Arab world “in the 

i«Ibid., p. 112-15. 
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Egyptian image” by a concerted drive 
for Arab hegemony, using the revolu¬ 
tionary prestige and popularity of the 
Egyptian regime among the Arab 
masses. In trying to capture the imagi¬ 
nation and support of the Arab masses 
everywhere, President Nasser used to 
advantage the almost proverbial ambiv¬ 
alence of the Arabs’ attitude to the 
outside world, and especially the West. 
His defiance of the West in 1955 by 
purchasing arms from the Soviet Bloc 
immediately raised his popularity and 
prestige with all Arabs, '{'hat was a rel¬ 
atively easy accomplishment when one 
considers the great preoccupation of 
the Arabs with Western imperialist 
plots against them. They were usually 
ready to attribute failure and defi¬ 
ciencies on their part to an outside 
source. Thus, theii military defeat in 
Palestine in 1948-1949 was not due 
to any incompetence on their part but 
to the military disability imposed upon 
them by the West. President Nasser 
was also greatly admired, for he ap¬ 
peared as the first Arab ruler to be 
accorded some prestige and respect in 
international councils, such as the one 
at Bandung. It was therefore only logi¬ 
cal, given the receptivity and favorable 
inclination of Arab communities, for 
the Egyptian rulers in their bid for 
leadership to develop a policy of revo¬ 
lutionary content for Arab nationalism, 
centered at first on a struggle for power 
against Iraq and Jordan, the remaining 
allies of the West in the Middle East.” 

” In 1943-1944, for example, the Wafd 
government of Nahhas Pasha was anxious to 
assume leadership in the negotiations for the 
formation of the Arab League in order to 
obstruct any independent schemes of unity 
by the Hashemites in Jordan and Iraq in the 
Fertile Crescent. Again, in 1948, the decision 
of the Egyptian government to commit the 
army to battle in the Palestine War was, to 
a great extent, motivated by its aim of frus¬ 
trating any independent designs the late King 
Abdullah of Jordan may have had regarding 
Palestine. 


The major shortcoming of this over¬ 
all Anib policy centering on a struggle 
for power in the Arab world was 
Egypt’s lack of sufficient military 
strength to cll'cct any change in the 
territorial status quo. At the same time 
the more pronounced rivalry among 
the Great Powers in the Middle East 
in 1955 tended to favor the mainte¬ 
nance of that status quo. 

Between 1955 and 1957 it was not 
too clear whether the Egyptian deci¬ 
sion to champion Arab nationalism had 
any serious dimensions other than the 
containment of Iraq, the control of the 
Arab League, and the campaign of 
vinification against Israel. It was not 
until the merger with Syria in February 
1958 that Egypt’s Arab policy pre¬ 
sented the dynamic notion of the Arab 
Nation based on a relatively new con¬ 
notation of the term qawmiyya, the 
consciousness of being an Arab. It 
marked the beginning of a determined 
ideological push by the Egyptian rulers 
to convert (some would claim to sub¬ 
vert) all other Arab states to the idea 
that Arab nationalism would be mean¬ 
ingless and impotent without unity. 
“The aim of the Revolutionary govern¬ 
ment is to make the Arabs a united na¬ 
tion. The problems of the Arabs are 
also the problems of Egypt.” ** 

Unfortunately, the idea of Arab 
unity was not an original contribution 
of the Egyptian junta. More accurately 
it constituted the basic platform of the 
Baath Party in Syria, which was most 
instrumental in bringing about union 
with Egypt. In Syria, on the other 
hand, Arab unity during the period 
1928-54 was thought of in terms of 
union, federal or otherwise, between 
some of the Fertile Crescent countries, 
such as Iraq, Jordan, and Syria. The 
political prominence in Syrian politics 
of the socialist, anti-Iraq, Baath Party 

n* Excerpt from Nasser’s speech reported 
in al-Ahram, July 23, 1954. 
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after 1956 precluded such plans. In¬ 
stead, Egypt was now able to achieve 
at least one of its foreign policy ob¬ 
jectives—securing a foothold in the 
Fertile Crescent. The merger con¬ 
stituted a victory over Iraq by giving 
her arch-rival, Egypt, a base in the 
“lands lying in between.” By the same 
token, the Egyptian rulers found them¬ 
selves in a proximate enough location 
from which to pursue their Arab policy 
toward Jordan and the Lebanon.^® 

The effect of the Syrian-Egyptian 
merger on the Arab public was tre¬ 
mendous. To the masses, this spelled 
the beginning of Arab unity, the 
cherished dream of all Arab national¬ 
ists. On the other hand, the union 
seemed to stiffen the confrontation be¬ 
tween ruling institutions in other Arab 
states and Cairo, for to many of these 
the formation of the UAR implied the 
extension of Egyptian control in the 
north. The Egyptians nimbly sought 
rationalizations and justifications for 
the union dating back in history to 
Saladin. The theme of the traditional 
affinity and unity between Syria and 
Egypt in their defensive wars against 
common foes (Crusaders and Tartars), 
was emphasized. From a mere pol¬ 
itician’s slogan Arab unity had, it 
seemed, for the first time become a 
reality. 

Syria thus became the Egyptian base 
in the north from which attempts were 
made to extend Egyptian hegemony 
over the rest of the Arab world. The 
crisis in Lebanon in May-September 
1958, and the abortive anti-Kassem 
uprising in Iraq in March 1959 indi¬ 
cated that Egypt was temporarily suc¬ 
cessful in fanning the flames of Cairo- 

Speaking at a National Union rally in 
Hama, Syria, on February 20, 1960, Nasser 
said, “They [the imperialists] attempted to 
crush Arab nationalism in Palestine, and 
imagined that by so doing, they could sepa¬ 
rate the Arabs in Asia from the Arabs in 
Africa.” Nasser Speeches, 1960, p, 65. 


sponsored Arab nationalism. The Baath 
Party organization and its activities 
supplemented the Cairo Voice of the 
Arabs in inciting Arabs everywhere to 
join the bandwagon of Arab unity. Ob¬ 
viously, at that time, all Arabs who be¬ 
lieved in the centripetal force of Arab 
unity identified Arab nationalism with 
Nasser’s leadership, especially when 
other Arab rulers were jealously trying 
to guard their own political establish¬ 
ments against that leadership’s in¬ 
cursions. The failure of the bandwagon 
for Arab unity to materialize ultimately 
caused the downfall of the supreme 
architects and theorists of Arab unity, 
the Baath Party in Syria. 

Undoubtedly the effect of the Bagh¬ 
dad Pact and the subsequent Arms 
Deal between Egypt and the Soviet 
Bloc in 1955 enhanced Egyptian in¬ 
fluence in the Arab world to the point 
where it exceeded the influence of any 
other Arab state. This latecomer in 
Arab nationalism displaced the tradi¬ 
tional leaders of that nationalism—Iraq, 
Jordan, and Syria. President Nasser 
immediately capitalized on this de¬ 
velopment, especially after surviving 
the Suez War, with a campaign cal¬ 
culated to establish Egypt’s primacy 
in the Arab world. There were four 
central themes in this offensive: Arab 
unity, Arab regeneration and leader¬ 
ship in world affairs, rejection of the 
West as a source of inspiration for 
Arab national endeavor, and the 
projection of Egypt’s struggle against 
imperialism as representative of the 
struggle of all Arabs. 

“Our nation is one even if imperial¬ 
ism tried to break it up,” cried Presi¬ 
dent Nasser early in 1957.®” The Egyp¬ 
tian Revolution imbued renewed and 
stronger belief in this maxim among 
Arabs by providing a model for po- 

20 See Gamal Abdel Nasser, “One Na¬ 
tion”, Al-Hilal, Special Issue, January 1957, 
“Our Arab Nation.” 
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litical liberation. Only through this 
oneness of the Nation can the Arabs 
recapture their past glory in the form 
of present leadership in world affairs. 
Arab nationalism cannot derive its 
principles or inspiration from the West. 
Such basis for Arab nationalism must 
be rejected by all Arabs, because the 
use of its imported liberalism in the 
past has brought about Arab political 
failure and led to the tragedy in 
Palestine. 

Nasser, in effect, was trying to con¬ 
struct a new national myth for the 
Arabs which would also serve as an 
instrument of Egyptian policy. This 
myth would include as basic principles 
the concept of an Arab nationhood, 
unity, historical and spiritual power 
deriving mainly from the Islamic 
heritage of the Arabs, antagonism to 
the imperialist West, and the identifica¬ 
tion of the enemy—in this instance, 
Israel. Cleverly, the struggle of Egypt 
against aggression in 1956 was no less 
than the struggle of Arab nationalism 
against its enemies. As the aggressor 
was from the West, Egyptian policy¬ 
makers for the Arab world were better 
able to impress upon other Arabs the 
idea that the enemy did indeed always 
come from the West. 

The “blut und erdc” aspect of 
Egypt’s Arab policy, described by an 
eminent student of Arab politics,^' was 
calculated to inspire neo-Arab move¬ 
ments of the Egyptian variety in other 
Arab states. Egypt was interested in 
becoming the Prussia of the Arab 
world. Thus, Anwar Sadat, often 
spokesman of the junta, asserted in 
March 1957: “and there was nothing 
behind our coup [in July 1952] 

other than Arab nationalism . . . which 
awakened a new historical development. 
. . . We must nurture this link between 

21 See George Kirk, Contemporary Arab 
Politics (New York: 1961). 


the peoples of the Arab nation . . . for 
when the revolution occurred in Egypt 
it rendered the Arab Nation one nation, 
.sharing one history and claiming one 
destiny.” 22 

On another occasion. President Nasser 
emphasized the Arabness of Egypt and 
its importance in the struggle against 
Israel as the major political and social 
weapon in the hands of the Arabs. 
“Nationalism,” he said, “is the arm 
which protects the Arab Nation from 
imperialist plots. It is the nation’s 
weapon for securing the future. Na¬ 
tionalism is the means by which we 
can retrieve the rights of independence 
and freedom.” 

While the concept of the Arab Na¬ 
tion implies the essential unity of all 
Arabic-speaking peoples, in Egyptian 
usage Arabism implies more tradi¬ 
tional aspects of Egyptian policy. The 
Egyptian Free Officers no doubt view 
their movement as the model for the 
emancipation of all the Arab countries. 
Their interest—part of their foreign 
policy—in universalizing or imple¬ 
menting the model elsewhere has fre¬ 
quently brought against them and their 
leader, Nasser, the charge of expan¬ 
sionism. The brief success of the Na- 
bulsi-led government in Jordan during 
1956-1957, and the early stand of the 
pan-Arabist opposition led by Saab 
Slam in the Lebanon during the May- 
September 1958 crisis, prompted other 
Arab rulers to guardedly interpret the 
Arabism espoused by the Egyptian mil¬ 
itary rulers as a convenient tool for 
the extension of Egyptian hegemony 
over the neighboring Arab countries. 
Iraq, the youngest republic among the 
Arabs, and also the creation of a na¬ 
tive Free Officers group conspiracy, 
was soon alienated from Cairo in the 

--Reported in al-Ahram, March 10, 1957. 
Italics added. 

-3 Reported in aUAhram, November 7, 
1956. 
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early spring of 1959 by a simiJar inter¬ 
pretation of events and Egyptian in¬ 
tensions. Tunisia, having joined the 
Arab League in October 1958, pro¬ 
ceeded to withdraw its membership a 
year later on the grounds that the 
League had become an instrument for 
the imposition of Egypt’s control over 
sister Arab states. Arabs were reacting 
with mixed feelings towards the pur¬ 
ported Nasserite leadership. Nor were 
ail Arabs ready to subscribe to the 
theory advanced from Cairo since 
1956 that the “struggle of the Egyptian 
people is the struggle of the Arab 
world.” 

Unrivalled leadership of Arab na¬ 
tionalism or Arubism depends on the 
ability of the leader to solve Arab na¬ 
tional problems. Many of these prob¬ 
lems are essentially related to the strug¬ 
gle for independence in Algeria, the 
undermining and weakening of Israel 
as one of the purported obstacles to 
Arab unity, the achievement of a satis¬ 
factory solution to the plight of Pales¬ 
tinian Arab refugees (according to 
most Arabs such solution means their 
return to Palestine), and the extrica¬ 
tion of Britain and British influence 
from the Gulf States and southwest 
Arabia. The appearance of rival politi¬ 
cal elites, forcefully motivated towards 
modernization and conscious of their 
interests within the Arab world—such 
as Kassem in Iraq and Bourguiba in 
Tunisia—activates the struggle for 
power within the community of Arab 
leaders. This is especially in terms of 
“solving Arab national problems,” 
making it at present almost impossible 
for one to triumph over the other short 
of the use of military force or subver¬ 
sion from within. 

It is the magnitude of these require- 

2-* On “Nasserite leadership” (ai-zaama 
al-nasiriyya), expounded from Cairo, see 
editorial on Nasser’s Fifth Anniversary 
Speech in al-Ahram, July 30, 1957. 


ments for unchallenged leadership and 
hegemony over the Arab world that 
caused Egypt’s Arab policy to lose its 
momentum by 1959, and blatantly fail 
in 1960. These requirements tend to 
impose a certain immobilism upon any 
Arab ruler who seeks to extend his 
authority over the Arab states. While 
one can justifiably claim that there is 
an intrinsic unity among Arabs on the 
basis of their common language, Is¬ 
lamic and other heritage, and political 
experience, one cannot at the same 
time overlook the disparate levels of 
development among the various Arab 
communities, the antagonism between 
their rulers, the uneven distribution of 
land and resources in the Arab world, 
the hardening of national boundaries, 
and the coalescence of interests occur¬ 
ring from the organization of most 
Arab communities as independent na¬ 
tion-states. On this basis alone the ebul¬ 
lience of the forceful Egyptian military 
elite in its attempt to spill over the en¬ 
tire Arab world was apt to produce 
defection, distrust, and opposition on 
the part of existing elites in positions 
of power elsewhere. 

The failure of Egypt’s Arab policy 
was branded above as rather tempo¬ 
rary. It appears so at the present time 
because it is doubtful whether Egypt 
had much to offer to other Arabs be¬ 
sides a revolutionary “momentum.” 
Neither its resources nor its standard 
of living appeared attractive enough 
for other Arabs to desire the benefits 
therefrom. Political freedom, which 
might conceivably have appealed to 
the Arab intelligentsia outside Egypt, 
has not been the trademark of the 
Egyptian regime. For the latter group, 
therefore, there was no good reason to 
exchange a native ruler for an outside 
one. If at any time in the future the 
Egyptian leadership is able to offer any 
of these desirable appurtenances of 
modern existence, Egypt may stand a 
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good chance of achieving ihe end of 
her Arab policy. 

Despite the temporary loss of her 
primacy among Arab leaders, Egypt 
continues to be committed to a policy 
of providing Arabism with some prac¬ 
tical content. So far, however, the ma¬ 
jor characteristic of the Egyptian con¬ 
tribution has been a negative one: the 
discrediting of the revolutionary mili¬ 
tary regime in Iraq, the branding of 
Jordan as an imperialist base, and, 
more recently, the branding of certain 
Lebanese groups such as the Kataeh 
(Phalanges) and the Syrian Popular 
Party, as enemies of the UAR and, 
therefore, Arabism.-'’ While Western 
imperialism continues to be the main 
deterrent to Egypt’s bid for Arab lead¬ 
ership Communism has recently been 
linked with separatist movements 
among the so-called anti-Arab nation¬ 
alism Arabs.-® 

There are perhaps two other serious 
causes for the current failure of Egypt’s 
Arab policy. First, one must consider 
the inability of Egypt until now to solve 
the Palestine problem—in effect, to 
liquidate Israel for her own ends. Sec¬ 
ond, lacking access to the most profita¬ 
ble source of revenue and therefore 
wealth—Middle East oil—the Egyp¬ 
tian rulers arc not presently in a posi¬ 
tion to use economic pressure and in¬ 
fluence in pursuing their political ends. 

EGYPT, THE SUDAN, AND AFRICA 

As early as March 1953 the strictly 
censored press in Egypt was entertain¬ 
ing theories of an Egyptian destiny in 
Africa. On the heels of the Anglo- 
Egyptian agreement over the Sudan in 

-•'’See Nasser Speeches, 1961, p. 6.1. 

See especially Nasser’s Port Said Speech 
of December 23, 1958, attacking the Com¬ 
munist parties in Syi’ia and Iraq as separatists 
and anti-Arab nationalists. Text of speech in 
al-Ahram, December 24, 1958. 


February 1953, one paper editorial¬ 
ized, “We look for a power which will 
protect Africa. . . . We see no one but 
Egypt. It is the nearest African power 
with a personality that the world recog¬ 
nizes. It is necessary for Egypt to pur¬ 
sue one African policy aiming at the 
enfranchisement of the Continent.” 
Cairo’s broadcasts on the Sudan pro¬ 
gram elaborated on the effects of the 
Sudan’s liberation upon the neighbor¬ 
ing African peoples: The Congo, 
Kenya, and Uganda. Since the theory 
of an Egyptian destiny in Africa ap¬ 
peared of greater concern to Egypt’s 
policy makers in I960 than the destiny 
of Egypt in the Arab world, it is im¬ 
portant to analyze briefly Egypt’s Afri¬ 
can policy, if such policy indeed exists. 

Reference was made earlier to the 
fact that Egyptian policy-makers have 
traditionally looked northeastwards. 
Since the seventh century Egypt came 
to identify her cultural and political 
fortunes with Arab Muslim Asia; apart 
from her interest in the Sudan immedi¬ 
ately south of the border, there was 
no real tradition of an Egyptian policy 
toward Africa. It is proposed that the 
mounting interest of Egyptian policy¬ 
makers in Africa since 1957 and the 
evolution of a Nasscrite African policy 
arc conditioned by at least three major 
factors, although this enumeration 
should not rule out other interpreta¬ 
tions. 

First, the failure of Egyptian at¬ 
tempts since 1951 to effect an “an- 
schluss” with the Sudan under the slo¬ 
gan “Unity of the Nile Valley.” has 
prompted the present military rulers of 
Egypt to “leap-frog” into Africa south 
of the Sahara. Second, the rapid with¬ 
drawal of the colonial powers from the 
African continent seemed to encourage 
Egyptian irredentist tendencies on the 
assumption that, being the first coun¬ 
try among those African countries that 

S'? Reported in Al-Akhbar, March 24, 1953. 
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had experienced colonial control to as a liberating big brother^ among the 
free itself from European rule, Egypt suppressed colonial Africans.- 


could seek a certain primacy among 
the emerging African states. Third, the 
acceptance of Israel’s technical aid and 
trade by some of the newly independ¬ 
ent African states (Ghana, Mali, Ni¬ 
geria) as well as those not so new 
(Ethiopia), made it imperative for 
Nasser to contain Israel in Africa by 
seeking the support of African leaders 
in censuring Israeli presence as an in¬ 
trusion into the Afro-Asian world. 

There is also the recent awareness 
of Egyptian rulers that Egypt is very 
much in Africa. Egypt can claim Cairo 
as the largest city in Africa, and a pop¬ 
ulation second only to Nigeria. The 
revolutionary Free Officers can point 
to their record of having led the first 
political-social revolution in the Afri¬ 
can Continent as well as having given 
asylum to revolutionary African lead¬ 
ers in the 1950’s, especially from Arab 
North Africa. 

As regards the Sudan, one writer has 
likened Egypt’s ambitions to those of 
Japan in Asia fifty years ago. “Like 
Japan,” argues this writer, 

Egypt now needs an outlet for her 
dense population. . . . She is trying to 
evolve from an agrarian to an industrial 
economy. Beside the Union of South 
Africa (not any longer after Apartheid) 
Egypt possesses effective power and status 
perhaps more than any of the other free 
states in Africa at present. ... In the 
past it appeared characteristic of the 
Egyptian to consider himself at best a 
European and at worst a Caucasoid 
African. When not accepted as a Euro¬ 
pean, he sought consolation as a leader 
among Arab nations. But as the Arab 
League was not so effective against the 
European powers as it desired the 
Egyptian now looked for a place in the 
African sun and a position of leadership 


It should be noted, however, that 
apart from the long interest of Egypt 
in the Sudan since 1820, and the pre¬ 
occupation of Egyptian governments 
with the distribution and availability of 
Nile waters, Egyptians feel a certain 
justifiable affinity with the Arabized 
ruling minority in the Sudan. This Arab 
link with the potentially independent 
Sudanese political elite could not be 
capitalized upon during the Anglo- 
Egyptian Condominium, 1889-1953. 
Any opportunity Egyptian troops sta¬ 
tioned in the Sudan in 1923 might have 
had to act as a propaganda vehicle for 
Sudanese Egyptian ization was lost in 
November 1924, when Egyptian na¬ 
tionalist extremists murdered Sir Lee 
Stack Pasha, Sirdar of the Egyptian 
Army. Not only were the Egyptians 
shaken by the realization that another 
controlling power (in this instance 
Britain) in the Sudan could tamper 
with their access to Nile Waters (the 
British ultimatum to the Egyptian Gov¬ 
ernment in 1924 included a threat to 
that effect), but they also lost any di¬ 
rect influence they may have had in the 
Sudan itself. 

When it became apparent, at the end 
of the second World War, that the 
British were contemplating the nurtur¬ 
ing of an independent Sudan, Egypt’s 
leaders realized that the establishment 
of a pro-Egyptian Sudanese political ele¬ 
ment was imperative. Thus, Egypt sup¬ 
ported the Ashigga group in the Sudan 
once Sudan appeared to move towards 
an independent status. The unilateral 
abrogation of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian 
Treaty in October 1951, which also 

2* See L. Fabunmi, The Sudan in Anglo- 
Egyptian Relations, (London: Longmans, 
Green & Co., Inc., I960), p. 167. Parantheses 
added by the writer. 
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declared the unity of the Nile Valley 
under the Egyptian Crown, was a move 
towards that end. There was now, 
moreover, greater freedom of action on 
the part of the Egyptians, and they em¬ 
barked upon a “Big Brother” policy to 
protect the Sudan from the trap of 
imperialist influence even after inde¬ 
pendence. 

The coming to power of the Free 
Oflicers junta in July 1952 reemed to 
freeze Egyptian activity in r'le Sudan. 
Some have contended that whereas cx- 
President Naguib, part-Sudanese him¬ 
self, was interested in a closer relation¬ 
ship between Egypt and the Sudan, 
Gamel Abdel Nasser was at first not 
interested. The latter’s preoccupation 
with re.solving outstanding issues with 
Britain helped to arrive at the Agree¬ 
ment of February 1953 over the Sudan 
as well as the Suez Agreement of July 
1954. 

Significantly, these two agreements 
heightened President Nasser’s interest 
in the Sudan, but not in terms of the 
Unity of the Nile Valley slogan. In¬ 
stead, the military rulers of Egypt now 
accepted the self-determination for¬ 
mula for the Sudanese. But they hoped 
to influence an independent Sudan in 
accepting an Egyptian-conceived ide¬ 
ology and policy toward the Arab 
world as well as toward world politics. 
In 1954, the activity of the Salem 
brothers, members of the Free Officers 
Executive born in Khartoum, reflected 
a deliberate step on the part of the 
Egyptian rulers to “make friends and 
influence people” there. The subse¬ 
quent entry of the Sudan to full mem¬ 
bership in the Arab League in January 
1956 was welcomed by Egypt, for now 
it appeared possible to line up a pro- 
Egyptian Sudan with her own political 
interests. 

The economic and strategic interests 
of Egypt in the Sudan cannot be under¬ 


estimated. The military rulers of Egypt 
by 1954 viewed the Sudan as a possible 
place for the settling of surplus Egyp¬ 
tian population, a market for their 
exports and investments, and a poten¬ 
tial absorptive area for their unem¬ 
ployed labor at home. More important 
was the potential use of a foothold in 
the Sudan as a stepping stone to Egyp¬ 
tian influence over other African areas. 

But as in Egypt’s bid for hegemony 
over the Arab states in Western Asia, 
the independent Sudanese political 
groups were hesitant to relinquish 
their newly acquired power. Agri¬ 
cultural potential through irrigation 
schemes for expanding cotton acreage 
presented an attractive base for com¬ 
petition with Egypt in the European 
and British markets. There was also 
the feeling among even the pro-Egyp¬ 
tian parties in the Sudan that an Egyp¬ 
tian-sponsored commonwealth of a 
united Nile Valley would invariably 
imply Egyptian predominance. Suda¬ 
nese suspicion of Egypt’s intentions is 
not without historical precedent. They 
have not yet forgotten the relative 
domination of the country by Muham¬ 
mad Ali and the subsequent oppressive 
rule of an Egyptian-Turkish adminis¬ 
tration in the nineteenth century. Re¬ 
gardless of its Arab-Islamic orienta¬ 
tion, the Sudanese ruling minority has 
a vague, yet significant, recollection of 
Arab slave-traders in its African land. 

During the period from 1956 to 
1958, however, the Egyptian policy¬ 
makers were intensely interested in us¬ 
ing the Sudan to advantage in their in¬ 
tra-Arab squabbles in the Arab League, 
and establishing a base from which to 
advance their African program. Al¬ 
though the Egyptian argument that the 
Nile imposes a natural unity between 
Egypt and the Sudan was a cogent one, 
the way the military regime in Egypt 
conducted their “love the Sudan” cam- 
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paign was too neat. On the liabilities 
column of the balance sheet, the Suda¬ 
nese felt uncomfortable by the fact 
that Egyptians were not ready to make 
concrete proposals regarding such is¬ 
sues as the distribution of Nile waters. 
More pronounced was the displeasure 
of the Sudanese at the way in which 
President Nasser contemplated the con¬ 
struction of the Aswan Dam, which 
would dislocate some 500,000 Suda¬ 
nese from their homes and lands. 

When the military took over the 
government in the Sudan under Gen¬ 
eral Abboud in November 1958, the 
Egyptians misinterpreted this move as 
the acceptance by the Sudanese of 
Egyptian-brand militarist nationalism. 
Even though Egypt and the Sudan 
reached an agreement over Nile waters 
in 1960, it is now clear that there are 
serious limitations to Egypt’s original 
plans for the Sudan. Some of these 
limitations are similar to those opera¬ 
tive in Egypt’s policy toward the other 
Arab stales. There is for example the 
bitter fact that Egypt did not have 
much to offer to the Sudanese, or at 
least enough in terms of economic and 
political gains, to make the proposal 
of Nile Valley unity attractive. The new 
Sudanese political elite furthermore ap¬ 
pears just as desirous to retain its sov¬ 
ereignty as other Arab political elites. 
There is also the influence that an 
ex-colonial power like Britain can still 
exert over the Sudanese political es¬ 
tablishment, a factor which counteracts 
Egypt’s advances. Finally, the fact that 
Egypt’s Arab policy between 1955 and 
1959 did not have an unqualified suc¬ 
cess elsewhere in the Arab world may 
have encouraged the present military 
regime in the Sudan to stay clear of 
any Egyptian-sponsored schemes of 
unity. Needless to say, internal pres¬ 
sure from political groups in the Sudan 
in favor of an independent Sudan, es¬ 


pecially the /ffisar. successors to the 
Mahdist movement, could spell politi¬ 
cal suicide for any ruler who is too 
anxious to join the country with Egypt. 

For the time being, Egyptian plans 
for the Nile Valley arc in abeyance; 
some would argue that they cannot 
succeed at all. But this rebuff in the 
Sudan did not particularly dampen the 
spirits of the military regime regarding 
its renewed eflorts in the rest of the 
African continent, north and .south of 
the Sahara. It would be unrealistic to 
attribute Irredentist aspects to Egypt’s 
interests in the latter direction. One 
must look for the set of motives and 
considerations which gave impetus to 
Nasser’s African policy in 1957. In 
welcoming President Nkruma of Ghana 
to Egypt in July 1958, President Nas¬ 
ser said 

Today, when we meet as two African 
countries, representing free Africa, we 
look to the future .so that Africa may 
attain this strong independent personality. 
We pledge you . . . that the UAR and 
the people of the UAR shall strive . . . 
with all determination and firmness for 
the sake of the liberation of Africa, and 
for the cau.se of support for liberty and 
the peoples who struggle for the libera¬ 
tion of Africa, and for the freedom of 
their countries.-’” 

The military regime in Egypt was 
committing itself to a policy of help¬ 
ing the creation of strong centralized 
independent governments in Africa 
through the use of at least two devices: 
an ideological phase to be led by Egypt 
and expressed through the press media 
and The Voice of Free Africa, and 
the sponsorship of Afro-Asian solidar¬ 
ity Conferences in Cairo to strengthen 
the ties between Egypt and other 

2” Nasser Speeches, 1958, p. 208, 
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African states, as well as to provide 
the basis for new economic and trade 
relations between them. 

Although not all the aims of this 
policy arc clear, three objectives of 
Egyptian policy-makers are discernible. 
First, Egypt is interested in the future 
leadership of a bloc of independent Af¬ 
rican states in world politics. Whether 
the corollary of an African unity is 
a consideration at this time is not cer¬ 
tain, for that would involve determin¬ 
ing what type of unity, the question 
of who would lead such unity. The 
second objective is the concern of 
Egyptian policy-makers in using their 
privileged African position as a lever in 
their struggle for Arab leadership. 
Third, and perhaps of most practical 
and immediate importance to the Egyp¬ 
tian leaders, is the containment of 
Israel in the African continent, pref¬ 
erably her expulsion from there, and 
the achievement of a united African 
Front against Israel in the Middle East. 

On the ideological front, independ¬ 
ence, neutralism, economic develop¬ 
ment, and unity were put forward by 
Egypt to Africans aspiring to political 
emancipation as the essential requisites 
for a brighter future, and as sources of 
strength for defying the once-dominant 
West. Confident as a result of the pres¬ 
tige boost afforded their President by 
Bandung in 1955, Egypt’s leaders dar¬ 
ingly mused about the fact that their 
July 1952 coup gave new courage to 
the struggling African peoples. In 1960 
and 1961 President Nas.ser’s publicists 
were claiming that the revolutionary 
ideology of Africa was emanating (the 
Arabic term used here, literally ren¬ 
dered, was “radiating”) from Cairo. 
The UAR became, according to its 
advocates abroad, “the center of free¬ 
dom” for all Africans seeking inde¬ 
pendence. The Congo in fact, was the 
second major battle of Africa against 


imperialists (the first was Suez in 
1956). Economic development in the 
UAR in terms of industrialization, and 
especially the Aswan Dam Project, was 
becoming the model for the fulfillment 
of African aspirations.’" 

Part of this ideological drive or 
phase in Egypt's African policy is the 
elaborate program of scholarships to 
African students who wish to study in 
the state’s universities. It is reported, 
for instance, that several thousand Af¬ 
rican students arc currently in Egypt 
under this program. Also significant is 
the use of the oldest Islamic university, 
AI-Azhar in Cairo, for the religious 
training of African Muslims. The latter 
program is probably administered and 
supervised by the Islamic Congress (al- 
mu’tamar al-islami) established in No¬ 
vember 1954 to serve Egypt’s Islamic 
interests. Publicly, the Egyptian author¬ 
ities expressed the hope that the Con¬ 
gress would afford an opportunity for 
wider participation of Muslim states in 
the advancement of the welfare of Mus¬ 
lims everywhere. 

Other activities of the Islamic Con¬ 
gress have consisted of medical, educa¬ 
tional, and other aid to backward 
Islamic communities in Africa, espe¬ 
cially Somaliland. When one considers 
the concentration of numerous Muslim 
communities in Northern Nigeria, parts 
of West Africa, Somaliland, Tangan¬ 
yika, and Zanzibar, the idea of such a 
Congress is quite formidable at first 
sight. It is not certain, however, that 
these African Muslim communities ex¬ 
posed to the activities of the Congress 
respond favorably to its Egyptian over- 

3" In a speech on January 9, 1960, Presi¬ 
dent Nasser said: “The High Dam project 
which we have inaugurated today, is a con¬ 
stant incentive to all the nations of Africa 
and Asia.” Text of speech reported in al- 
Ahram, January 10, I960. See also, Ihsan 
Abdel Quddus, “Arab Leaders in Africa,” 
Rose el-Youssef, January 3, 1961, p. 3. 
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tones. It is more likely that the Con¬ 
gress is a subtle device to Jink Egypt’s 
purported leadership of the overwhelm¬ 
ing Muslim Arab community to the 
north with Africa, and to impress Mus¬ 
lim Africans with the traditional di¬ 
mension of Islamic Brotherhood.®' 

The attempt by President Nasser to 
link the Arab world to Africa was ap¬ 
parent in the first Afro-Asian Solidarity 
Conference that met in Cairo in De¬ 
cember 1957-January 1958, the Afro- 
Asian Youth Conference that met in 
Cairo in February 1959, the Afro- 
Asian Economic Conference in Cairo 
in April 1960, and the latest Afro- 
Asian Conference that met in Cairo in 
March 1961. While an Egyptian Free 
OflTicer (Yusuf al-Sibai) became the 
Secretary-General of the Permanent 
Secretariat of the Afro-Asian Solidarity 
Council in Cairo, President Nasser an¬ 
nounced that Egypt was entering the 
field of leadership not only in the Arab 
World, but also in Africa and Asia, on 
the grounds that there existed a com¬ 
mon bond between Arabs and Afri¬ 
cans: the struggle against Western im¬ 
perialism.®® 

The interest and participation of the 
Egyptian military regime in Afro-Asian 
Economic Conferences, on the other 
hand, should be viewed in some re¬ 
spects as the arena in which Egypt 
seeks to improve its economic and trade 
relations with emerging African states, 
and to counteract, or better still evict 
from the continent, Israeli economic 
and technical aid. The latter object 
became quite clear during the Casa¬ 
blanca Conference in early January 
1961, where President Nasser sought 
to extract from the heads of African 
states attending that conference a reso- 

On the Islamic Congress and its role, 
see Vatikiotis, Op cit., American Political 
Science Review (Vol. LV, No. 1), March 
1961, pp. 103-111. 

®2See Nasser Speeches, 1959, pp. 9-13. 


lution denouncing Lsrael as an “imperi¬ 
alist base.” At the second Afro-Asian 
Economic Conference held in Cairo on 
April 30, 1960, this aim of President 
Nasser was made very clear. He said 
on this occasion 

. . . when the Bandung Conference was 
held all the States that took part in it were 
keen to see it succeed, so they eliminated 
all the factors which would impair Afro- 
Asian solidarity. The Afro-Asian Confer¬ 
ence met and all the Afro-Asian states 
attended with the exception of Israel. The 
dominant feeling was that Israel was not 
an Afro-Asian state. Israel had destroyed 
an Asian people, the people of Palestine, 
and could not be trusted to work for Afro- 
Asian solidarity. 

Events have proved how true this per¬ 
ception was, for Israel stood at the UN 
against the aspirations of the Afro-Asian 
peoples. . . . Israel stood against the in¬ 
dependence of Algeria. . . . Israel voted 
against granting independence to the 
Camcroons.®® 

With this statement. President Nasser 
proceeded to cast doubts on the ability 
of a state that lives on borrowed 
money, such as Israel, to give technical 
assistance to Afro-Asian states. His 
conclusion was that Israel could be 
nothing more than the spearhead of 
the imperialists who wish to continue 
their domination over Africa. He called 
it “a new form of economic imperial¬ 
ism.” 

This suggests that Egypt’s African 
policy is an adjunct of President Nas¬ 
ser’s nationalism campaign in the Arab 
world. The points President Nasser 
may have scored against Israel at Casa¬ 
blanca in January 1961 give added 
strength to his claim vis-a-vis other 
Arab rulers to lead the Arab national 
struggle. It is not reasonable to expect 


®3 See Nasser Speeches, 1961, pp. 71-80. 
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that Egypt aspires to lead a united 
Africa, especially one based on its 
“blackness.” Her association with such 
an artangcmcnl would deftnilely under¬ 
mine her claims in the Arab world. 
The more logical hypothesis is that 
Egypt at present hopes to be recog¬ 
nized as one of the leaders of an Afri¬ 
can, or Afro-Asian, bloc, by serving as 
the liaison with the Arab Middle East. 

Generally speaking, the Egyptian 
rulers arc faced with serious obstacles 
to even the latter modest aspirations. 
One of the.se is the readiness of rapidly 
multiplying independent African lead¬ 
ers to accept the allocation of such a 
status and position to Egypt. The Casa¬ 
blanca C?onfcrcnce has shown that there 
is no such readiness. Neither have 
North African leaders, especially Bour- 
guiba, been too anxious to defer to 
Egypt’s primacy in Africa or in the 
Arab world. It would take more than 
the promise of a strong and prestigious 
position in world affairs to convince 
Nigerians, Ethiopians, and Ghanians to 
abandon the technical assistance they 
are receiving from the Arabs’ arch¬ 
enemy, Israel, in terms of water works, 
transport, and communications. Even 
Somaliland, an Egyptian favorite, has 
been reported recently to be grumbling 
about the inadequate economic aid she 
has received so far from Egypt. Again, 
the military regime in Egypt is faced 
with the very practical problem of con¬ 
crete offerings to buttress its policy of 
leadership. 

It is not unreasonable to argue, 
therefore, that whereas Egypt may have 
had an opening advantage in her bid 
for African leadership, new African 
leaders arc catching up, and the circle 
of competitors for that leadership is 
expanding. At the same time, there 
is no sure way of ascertaining at this 
time the effectiveness of Egypt’s Afri¬ 
can policy, nor the receptivity of Af¬ 
rican communities to that policy. The 


more independent governments that 
emerge in Africa in the future, the 
more limited will be the ability of 
Egypt’s rukvs to deal with African 
“peoples” as such. If one observes the 
disparity between the aspirations of 
Egyptian leadership and the national 
capacity of their subjects to perform, 
the future docs not look very bright. 

EGYPT BETWEEN EAST AND WEST 

Most writings on international politics 
use the term “East-West struggle.” 
When these writings refer to the posi¬ 
tion of states and nations in relation 
to this struggle, however, they speak 
of “pro-Western” and “pro-Soviet” 
states. It is not our purpose here to de¬ 
termine Egypt’s political sympathies or 
allegiance in this struggle. Moreover, 
the details of Egypt’s recent apparently 
anti-Western attitude and its conse¬ 
quences regarding the further penetra¬ 
tion of the Soviet Union into the Mid¬ 
dle East have been amply and ade¬ 
quately presented.®^ Here we shall be 
concerned with certain generalizations 
and propositions about (1) the reaction 
of Egypt to the West both as a political 
force and influence as well as in terms 
of a cultural-civilizational confronta¬ 
tion, (2) the evolution of an Egyptian 
image regarding Egypt’s role and posi¬ 
tion between East and West as de¬ 
veloped through Egyptian writings, and 
(3) the total effect of the preceding two 
factors on Egypt’s foreign policy. 

Egyptian reaction to Western en¬ 
croachments and impact is not a de- 

Sec especially. Waller Z. Laquciir, Com¬ 
munism and Nationalism in the Middle East 
(New York; Frederick A. Praegcr, Inc., 
1956) and The Soviet Union and the Middle 
East (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 

1959) ; Keith Weelock, Nasser’s New Egypt 
(New York: Frederick A. Praegcr, Inc., 

1960) ; George Kirk, Op. cit.; and Tom 
Little, Egypt (New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, Inc., 1958). 
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velopmcnt of the last ten years. It has 
been going on for at least a century 
and a half. In the late nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, for instance, Egyptians reacted 
to the West’s imminent domination in 
rather Islamic terms. The Islamic Com¬ 
munity (the umma), they argued, had 
been stagnant, weakened, and made 
unable to withstand the European on¬ 
slaught, armed as the latter was with 
superior knowledge and technical abil¬ 
ity. A first requirement was the reform 
of the Islamic Community from within 
with a view to uniting it in one strong 
front against Europe. This, in essence, 
was the message of the Islamic re¬ 
former and agitator, Jamal al-Din al- 
Afghani, subsequently refined by his 
Egyptian disciple Muhammad Ab- 
douh.®“ In the twentieth century. West¬ 
ern superiority became synonymous 
with political domination. With this, 
the nationalist movement and its ulti¬ 
mate goal of independence from Euro¬ 
pean control gathered momentum. 

The argument was presented earlier 
that the Islamization and Arabization 
of Egypt committed the Egyptian na¬ 
tion to a basically Asian heritage. 
There was thus a fairly continuous and 
consistent identification of Egypt with 
the East. The fact that modern nation¬ 
alist ideas in the past hundred years 
were acquired from a mainly Western 
or European source never constituted 
clear proof that Egypt had subscribed 
to any kind of Western heritage. Mixed 
rather vaguely in this dichotomy be¬ 
tween East and West is also the Egyp¬ 
tian’s recollection of the sharpened 
cultural-religious antagonism between 
Muslim Arabs and the West, especially 
during the time of the Crusades. Some 
Egyptians have identified—perhaps 
without just cause—this antagonism 

*■» See Charles C. Adams, Islam and 
Modernism in Egypt (London, 1933) and 
J. M. Ahmed, The Intellectual Origins of 
Egyptian Nationalism (London, 1960). 


with a historical European dislike for 
the “Saracens.” On (his basis, they 
tend to equate European colonialism 
with racial hatred.’'*’ 

Where contemporary Egyptians (mo¬ 
bilized as they now arc by a forceful 
military regime) are concerned, the 
enemy has always come from the West. 
“The Middle East, Mr. Dulles, knows 
his enemies. They are not from the 
Eastern Bloc, but from Britain. France, 
and Israel—all allies of the United 
States in the West and the Atlantic— 
the knights of the October 1956 plot 
[against Eg 3 'ptl.” The same writer, a 
member of the original Free Officers 
conspiracy in Egypt, emphasized the 
Western origin of Egypt's enemies 
when he quoted the verses from “On 
the Banks of the Canal”: 

O brother in the East 
In India, China, Malay, Ceylon, Afghani¬ 
stan, Iran, and Pakistan 
I write you these words while sitting on 
the Banks of the Canal 
We have known them O Brother, and 
you have known them in your hal¬ 
lowed land . . . 

Thieves of land and w'ealth . . . 

We have known them in Egypt . . . 

And expelled them . . . 

We shall teach them to behave in order 
to render safe the road to you. My 
Brother. . . 

This appeal by Egypt to the pre¬ 
sumably universal experience of Euro¬ 
pean colonialism in Asia was appended 
to the theory that now that Western 
imperialism is at bay and retreating, 
a battle is raging between Eastern 
culture (hadara) and Western civiliza¬ 
tion (madaniya). This battle will con¬ 
tinue until the former triumphs over 

80 See Ahmad Zaki, “Why the West Fears 
the Arabs,” al-Hilal (Cairo, January 1957), 
pp. 41-46. 

8^ See Sadat, Op. cit., pp. 224-225. 
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the latter. In the view of the Egyptian 
manipulators of mass media for the 
orientation of their followers at home 
as well as for seeuring the allegiance 
of the Arab world and Africa, the 
concept of East versus West is not 
one of geographical but of cultural di¬ 
vision. In their political experience, 
moreover, it entails the recollection of 
a subjection-domination relationship 
that must never recur. 

To prevent such relationship from 
recurring, two safeguard devices arc 
required. Egypt and the ex-colonial 
nations of the East must build up 
enough strength to defy their old mas¬ 
ters. But in order to achieve this ca¬ 
pacity for dcfuince, Egypt must become 
adept at the techniques which made the 
West strong. Here is where the pro¬ 
verbial ambivalent attitude of the 
Egyptian and any other Arab regarding 
the East-West conflict appears. Before 
1955, the Egyptians had to seek these 
means of strength from the West itself. 
Soon, however, they became available 
from the Soviet Bloc, inimical to their 
traditional enemy. In fact, a leading 
modern Egyptian historian has asserted 
that the division in the ranks of the 
West and the challenge to them from 
the rising power of the USSR helped 
Egypt rise in stature in the Middle East 
and Africa.’* 

It will be recalled that immediately 
after the Suez Agreement in 1954, 
commentators on Egypt forecast the 
smooth sailing of that state towards 
Western political shores. Very few, 
however, appreciated the effect of an 
agreement made by the revolutionary 
military regime with the “traditional 
enemy” (Britain) upon a public that 
had been geared for at least three gen¬ 
erations to equate England with the 
Devil. The unpopularity of the agree- 

** See Abder Rahman Rafii, “The Future 
is that of the Arab East,” al-Hilal (Cairo, 
February 1957 ), pp. 6-9. 


rncnl—in spite of the fact that it clearly 
meant the departure of the last vestiges 
of British occupation from Egypt—was 
reflected in the hesitation of the junta 
to even discuss Western-.spon.sored de¬ 
fense arrangements for the Middle 
East. At this juncture, there was still 
no clear alienation of the Egyptian 
military regime from its long relation¬ 
ship with the West, especially now that 
there was a possibility of a relationship 
between “equals.” When the West, 
however, pressed as it was by the re¬ 
quirements of its containment policy 
against Communist expansion, spon¬ 
sored the Baghdad Pact, the alienation 
of Egypt was to a great extent a rellex 
action. The devastating effect of the 
Israeli raid on Gaza in February 1955. 
so soon after the formation of the 
Baghdad Pact, upon the Egyptian mili¬ 
tary establishment, placed the revolu¬ 
tionary regime in a precarious political 
situation. 

In the winter of 1955, the Nasscr- 
led faction of the Free Officers had 
just emerged victorious from the fa¬ 
mous Naguib-Nasser controversy; it 
had just managed to crush dangerous 
opposition from the Mu.slim Brother¬ 
hood, but was by no means firmly es¬ 
tablished in power. Major support for 
the ruling junta at that time was still 
confined to the Officer Corps and its 
army constituency. The Gaza raid re¬ 
flected the weakness of the Egyptian 
Army and was apt to cause disaffection 
and division among its ranks. It was 
therefore imperative for the junta to 
seek strengthening of the military es¬ 
tablishment, as well as a way to coun¬ 
teract the Iraqi “defection” to the West 
via the Baghdad Pact. 

President Nasser's participation in 
the Bandung Conference in April 1955 
was his first major diplomatic experi¬ 
ence, as well as his first time outside 
the Middle East. His recent frustration 
with the West was assuaged by the 
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discovery in Bandung that it was pos¬ 
sible, with the help of other ‘•Eastern¬ 
ers,” to extricate Egypt from the 
Western bond. Nasser’s meeting with 
Chou En Lai, Nehru, and other Asian 
leaders had a great effect upon him, 
surpassed only by the popular exuber¬ 
ance of Egypt’s masses over their lead¬ 
er’s newly-acquired international stat¬ 
ure. The chance of holding the Chinese, 
Soviet, or Indian models of economic 
development and international conduct 
as a lever against the West constituted 
an attractive tactic the Egyptian rulers 
could use in advancing their position. 
That President Nasser was willing to 
take his chances at this game was amply 
proved by the September 1955 Arms 
Deal with the Soviet Bloc. To the pub¬ 
lic this was interpreted as a national 
victory: it reflected Egypt’s freedom to 
direct its destinies in world affairs. 
This, indeed, was the “dignity” Presi¬ 
dent Nasser was promising Egyptians 
all along. “. . , Look, I am not a 
professional Premier. I am a Premier 
of a revolution,” Nasser is reported to 
have told an American official. . T 
shall proclaim to the Egyptian people 
that you wanted to disparage their 
grandeur and dignity. We shall all fight 
until the last drop of our blood. I shall 
myself fight for the grandeur and dig¬ 
nity of Egypt to the last drop of my 
blood. . . .”38 

In its alienation from the West and 
gravitation towards the Eastern Bloc, 
the Egyptian junta was encouraged by 
the famous Soviet Note published on 
the same day of the opening of the 
Bandung Conference (April 16, 1955), 

39 Excerpts of Nasser’s famous Alexandria 
speech on July 26, 1956, reported in al- 
Ahram, 27 July 1956; also quoted in Kirk, 
Op. cit., pp. 39-40. On the general concern 
of Egypt’s military leaders with their coun¬ 
try’s “dignity,” see Wilton Wynn, Nasser of 
Egypt, The Search for Dignity (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Arlington Books, 1959). 


giving formal notice of the entry of the 
USSR into the Middle East power con¬ 
flict. Officially, the Note protested 
Western dcfcn.se arrangements in the 
Middle East, particularly the Baghdad 
Pact. It also served notice to the West 
that any future accomodations in the 
Middle East must take into considera¬ 
tion the interests of the Soviet Union. 
Insofar as Egypt was concerned, the 
Note jarred the door slightly open to 
the subsequent Arms Deal negotiations. 

The gradual alienation of Egypt 
from the West was also motivated by 
certain considerations that no ruler, 
especially a virtually dictatorial re¬ 
gime, could afford to ignore. There was 
pressure on the Egyptian rulers to seek 
economic and military aid from a major 
power. Public antagoni.sm to the West 
was further exacerbated by a leftist- 
orientated Cairo press as well as by 
members of the junta itself. Security in 
such antagonism was anticipated by the 
realization that Egypt could be in a 
relatively impressive company—India, 
China and Indonesia—and by the will¬ 
ingness of the Soviet Union to respond, 
for obvious reasons, to Egypt’s eco¬ 
nomic and military needs. Total defi¬ 
ance of the West by Egypt held attrac¬ 
tive possibilities for her Arab policy. 
Yet all of these were not mere con¬ 
siderations for successful policy; they 
were necessary for the success of the 
Free Officers’ bid for leadership. 

“My visit to India proved a turning 
point in my political understanding,” 
explained President Nasser. “I learned 
and realized that the only wi.se policy 
for us would be one of positive neu¬ 
trality and nonalignment. Coming back 
home, I found out from the response it 
had that it is the only possible policy 
which would get the broadest support 
from the Arab people.” Recognizing 

4® See R. K. Karanjia, Arab Dawn (Bom¬ 
bay, 1958), p. 187. 
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the beginnings of Big Power rivalry in 
the Middle East—a result of the weak¬ 
ened British position there and the an¬ 
ticipation that the United States would 
try to forestall further Soviet penetra¬ 
tion into the area—President Nasser’s 
neutralism initially implied a tactic 
whereby Egypt could disengage itself 
from the East-West struggle and still 
further its national interests It meant 
another tactic in Egypt’s bid for pre¬ 
dominance in the Arab world, as well 
as for domestic political gain. 

Neutralism as a national attitude of 
Egypt was not necessarily invented by 
the present military regime. It is rea¬ 
sonable to argue that traditionally 
Egypt has been neutralist, for it is 
doubtful whether Egyptians viewed the 
struggles of the powers involved in the 
first or second World War as their 
struggles. The Wafd’s unilateral abro¬ 
gation of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian 
Treaty in 1951 was somewhat of a 
precedent, since Egyptian representa¬ 
tives at that time also sought Soviet 
backing in the United Nations. Nasser’s 
positive neutrality concept, however, 
does imply significant national aims 
and desires. Foremost among these are 
freedom from the superior West, and 
building up a neutralist collection of 
Afro-Asian states that would constitute 
a Third World Force. Coupled with 
military strength, neutralism can fa¬ 
cilitate Egypt’s Arab aims in the Mid¬ 
dle East. On the international scene, a 
united front of smaller neutralist states 
will not permit Big Power summitry to 
ignore them in problems of war and 
peace. 

Beginning with President Nasser’s 
visit to the United Nations in Septem¬ 
ber 1960, Egyptians have been ap¬ 
plauding the fruits of positive neutral¬ 
ism insofar as they contend that their 
leader now represents the majority of 
the world: the galaxy of ever-increasing 
smaller neutralist states. Referring to 


this group one writer asserted, “The 
Third Force has actually come to being 
. . . and it is the strongest of Blocs 
in the world . . . because it is a Bloc 
of People that wishes to free itself from 
imperialism.’’ They contend further 
that, since they arc neutralist, these 
states are interested in peace, so that 
peace can be maintained only through 
neutralism.” 

One of the ablest students of Egyp¬ 
tian politics has suggested that neu¬ 
tralism in Egypt is not a doctrine as 
it may be in India, but merely a tactic 
for the achievement of national aims.'*- 
Whether or not this view is correct, 
there is no doubt that Egypt must 
shut out possible Big Power influence 
in the Middle East if she is seeking 
Arab leadership. It is the only way 
Nasser feels he can pre-empt the Arab 
world for Egyptian hegemony. “The 
axis of our Arab struggle is positive 
neutralism, for East is East and West 
is West—Kipling was right!’’ Positive 
neutralism, Egyptian style, would lead 
to military strength and ultimately Arab 
unity.'*® 

It docs seem that positive neutralism 
has brought the Egyptian rulers face 
to face with the issue of Communism 
in the Middle East. Here one must 
distinguish between the gradual in¬ 
filtration of Soviet influence (through 
economic and military aid as well as 
trade) into Egypt’s international politi¬ 
cal orientation, and the activity or in¬ 
fluence of Communists in Egypt. By 
coming to the aid of Egypt, the Soviet 
Union has undoubtedly encouraged as 
well as justified all types of left-wing 

•*1 See Ihsan Abdel Quddus, “Abdel Nasser 
Represents the Majority of the People in 
the World,” Rose eUYoussef, September 19, 
1960, pp. 3-4. 

4” Sec Regis Agostini, “Egypte et Inde: 
deux conception du neutralisme,” Orient 
(Vol. 2, No. 6),pp. 73-88. 

43 Sadat, Op, cit„ p. 208. 



358 


P. J. VATIKIOTIS 


tendencies among Egyptians. This was 
especially noticeable during 1957 and 
1958, when the influx of Soviet and 
other Communist publications, and cul¬ 
tural and educational missions and pro¬ 
grams into Egypt were appealing to 
the Egyptian public on a grand scale. 
By the end of 1958 it became apparent, 
however, that the Free Officers ruling 
elite in Egypt was loath to permit the 
emergence of Communist groups in 
their country with any political poten¬ 
tial. Consequently, strong government 
measures were taken against Commu¬ 
nist groups and individuals in Egypt 
and Syria. The Communist parties in 
Egypt and Syria are outlawed despite 
continuing relations between the UAR 
and such leading communist states as 
the Soviet Union, China, and Yugo¬ 
slavia. When communists appeared to 
be active in Syria and Iraq, President 
Nasser was forced to declare them 
enemies of Arab nationalism and unity, 
i.e., allies of imperialism. 

CONCLUSION 

President Nasser declared recently 

Wc say that we are in an Arab revolu¬ 
tion which established . . . Arab unity 
and raised the flag of Arab Nationalism. 
So any person attempting to side-track 
this revolution must be corrected and any 
person who steps out of this revolution 
is an outsider, since he has turned his 
back on the principles and doctrines for 
which this nation fought. . . . However, 
we will realize our goals and we will 
trample on anybody who stands in our 

<*Sec Ihsan Abdel Quddus, “ayna yaqif 
al-hizb al-shuyui” (Where Does the Com¬ 
munist Party Stand), Rose el-Youssef, 
December 29. 1958, pp. 3 If. See also a 
justification of UAR-USSR continued rela¬ 
tions in spite of the attacks by President 
Nasser on Arab Communist parties by Ihsan 
Abdel Quddus in Rose el-Youssef, January 
5, 1959, pp. 6-7. 


way in this respect. This is our policy, 
fellow citizens, and neither Imperialism 
nor the imperialist stooges, American dol¬ 
lars, English Sterling pounds, nor the 
stooges of Imperialism throughout the 
Arab world will be able to defeat us. This 
is true due to the fact that wc represent 
a nation which knows its path and a 
people which is aware that this strenuous 
path is the one which will lead to liberty, 
dignity, and glory.'’^ 

Egypt’s ambitions for power are re¬ 
flected in the preceding statement. Al¬ 
though she may have lost the first 
round in her bid for Arab leadership, 
Egypt continues to consider this pos¬ 
sibility a basic aim and objective of 
her foreign policy. The advantages of 
this achievement would be immense; 
suffice it to mention among them the 
control of oil deposits and oil trans¬ 
port facilities in the area. Political 
Egyptianization of the Arab world 
would also mean a more or less im¬ 
mediate solution of Egypt’s domestic 
human and economic problems. 

Egypt’s freedom of action in foreign 
policy since 1955 was strengthened by 
President Nasser and his Free Officers 
firmly establishing themselves in power 
with only token checks upon their 
authority and power. Since 1952, Army 
Officers in the Arab countries, and es¬ 
pecially the Free Officers of Egypt, 
have become the repository of political 
power in the Arab world. When the 
traditional ruling classes were in de¬ 
cline, other emerging forces within the 
Arab political communities were not 
developed or organized enough to suc¬ 
ceed them in power. The availability 
and ability of the Army Officer Corps 
to play this role and perform the func¬ 
tion of governing elicited a favorable 
response from the masses. The latter 

See Nasser Speeches, Fcbruary-March 
1961, pp. 13, 27. 
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in the Arab world came to view this 
new class of rulers not only as the 
vanguard of Arab national conscious¬ 
ness, but as the saviors and regenera¬ 
tors of the Arab world. 

When one considers the fact that 
Egypt lies at the meeting point of two 
continents colonized for a long time 
by the industrialized West, it is rather 
natural that Cairo should try 'o become 
the vociferous leader of these demands. 
Lacking anything more concrete to 
offer to the peoples of these areas, the 
Free Officers of Egypt would probably 
lose any of their present influence were 
they to slacken their foreign policy 
tactics of promising a New Jerusalem 
to the Arabs. As representatives of the 
revolutionary nationalist elite in areas 
previously dominated by European 
powers, the Egyptian Free Officers arc 
keenly aware of the political frustra¬ 
tions of other Arabs and other Afri¬ 
cans. It is only shrewd, if not feasible 
in the long run, to sec all of these com¬ 
munities as potential allies, if not satel¬ 
lites. Pre-empting the representation of 
all struggling Africans and Arabs on 
the basis of a common future is a 
strategy pregnant with possibilities for 
the Egyptian military regime. 

It is difficult for the Free Officers in 
Egypt to identify themselves with Black 
Africa. It is equally difficult for them 
to identify themselves with white Eu¬ 
rope. But it is supremely practical for 
them to identify themselves with an 
Arab world, an Afro-Asian world 


struggling against a common foe; im¬ 
perialism. The positive content of this 
struggle is presently vague and its main 
features uncertain. Its content, perhaps, 
cannot be known until the outcome— 
success or failure—of Egypt’s bid for 
leadership and, therefore, its ability to 
shape this content, is clear. 

As we pointed out in the beginning 
of this essay, Syria’s defection is a bad 
omen for Nasser's elTorls to assume the 
leadership of the Arab world. It raises 
legitimate doubts about Egypt’s ability 
to forge and lead Arab unity. The forces 
in the Middle East continue to be ex¬ 
plosive and fluid. Nasser's role and 
his chances of success in the future re¬ 
main extremely uncertain. 
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